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PREFACE

This examination of the conflict between Stalin and 

fi*otsky from 1926 to 1928 is written to engender an appreciation 

of the struggle in its most intensive phase. While an analysis 

of the entire scope of the succession contest between the two 

revolutionaries would be fascinating, I have decided to 
concentrate on the last two years of the struggle. Furthermore, 

the emphasis has been placed on investigating specific topics 

of interest during the period under scrutiny. Farts of this 
study, of necessity, will overlap on either side of the two 
year time duration, but this should serve to augment clarity 

and precision.
The personality clash between Stalin and Trotsky originated 

during the Civil War, but became more vehement after Lenin's 
death. Debates concerning the implementation of a workers' 

democracy and bureaucratic reform occurred throughout the entire 

duration of the fight. Stalin's reaction against the theory of 
permanent revolution was announced publicly in 192li. The failure 

of revolutionary efforts in Europe reinforced Stalin's isola

tionism, and the doctrine of socialism in one country appealed 

to a people exhausted from a long period of civil strife.
Lastly, Stalin's control of the Secretariat was well-established 

in 1926. Through skillful political maneuvering, he had gradually
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gained a position of preeminence in the party. Trotsky's 

futile attempts to dislodge the General Secretary reveal the 

extent to which Stalin had succeeded in acquiring Lenin's 

mantle.
Previous studies of the post-Lenin succession era have 

indicated that Stalin defeated Trotsky because he was a master 
of intrigue and manipulation. There is a tendency to favor 
Trotsky and ignore Stalin’s political genius. Intellectuals 

have sympathized with Trotsky because he was a prolific writer 
and brilliant theoretician. "They imply that the course of the 
revolution was distorted by Stalin, and that the Russian people 

have suffered because of his passion for power. It is the 

intention of this study to provide a more carefully balanced 

presentation of the succession era.
While appearing as a boorish provincial to many intellectuals, 

the functionaries regarded Stalin as the only man capable of 

solidifying the gains of October and leading the party to a 
secure future. This analysis was accurate. Trotsky was too 
fickle and did not possess the organizational diligence necessary 

to direct the government in a period of consolidation. He 
shunned responsibility and was reluctant to take the mantle of 

leadership after Lenin died. Trotsky seemingly was paralyzed 

without Lenin’s guidance and support.

The former Commissar of War vtas incapable of adapting in



ix

order to meet the needs of changing realities. Rising to great 
heights in times of revolutionary upheaval, Trotsky was unable 

to direct the energies of the party during periods of stabili
zation. His theory of permanent revolution was unpopular in 

an era when the rank and file demanded a respite from revolu

tionary militancy. Stalin's advocacy of building socialism in 

one country provided a measure of continuity with NEP. Lenin 
had ordered a reureat into capitalism in order to save socialism. 

Stalin upheld this tradition by denouncing adventures outside 

of Russia, and stressing the protection of the socialist 

fatherland. Finally, Trotsky's doctrine taken to its logical 
conclusion would have meant the maintenance of a continual 
state of insurrection throughout Europe. Stalin was willing 

to postpone the advancement of socialism abroad in order to 
achieve political and economic recovery. He understood the 

"spirit of the age" much better than Trotsky, and realized 

that the communists would net endure further privations in 

order to promote rebellions outside of Russia.
Stalin's acquisition of power was dependent upon his 

political acumen and control of the apparatus. However, one 

should be careful of moralizing and viewing the entire scope 

of his career from the perspective of the Great Purges. The 

General Secretary's deeds in the thirties should not influence 

examinations of his drive for power in the twenties. He did
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not order the execution of adversaries, but only removed them 

from important government posts. This is a standard feature 

of the transfer of power in any political system. Manipulation, 

intrigue, and machination were dominant features of the Soviet 

regime during the purges, but one must use circumspection in 

applying these terms to Stalin's activities in his struggle 
for Lenin’s robe. He defeated Trotsky because he was the better 

politician and his program was more appealing to most sections 
of the population. Stalin offered security, material prosperity, 

and the exciting prospect of constructing socialism in a single 

nation. Trotsky was concerned with extending the revolution 

beyond Russia and exacting greater sacrifices from the masses. 
Party functionaries favored Stalin because he was the only 
leader capable of fulfilling their desires and needs.

One should note the wealth of information writ-ten by 

Trotsky providing invaluable primary source material. Although 

Stalin was not nearly as prolific during the period under 

discussion, his Works include a great deal of information 
concerning the gradual changes in the orthodox attitude toward 

Trotsky's Opposition. Moreover, unpublished documents in the 
Trotsky archives at Harvard University are unavailable for 

scholarly exploration until 1930. Fortunately, access to the 
documents of the Fifteenth Party Congress was available through 

the University of North Carolina library. 1 was also fortunate
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in receiving the resolutions of the congresses of the soviets 

of the RSFSR from the University of Michigan library.
Finally, ample secondary source material, in the form of 

biographies, can be readily located for a serious examination 
of the life of Joseph Stalin. Similarly, Isaac Deutscher*s 

trilogy of Trotsky is an excellent presentation of the career 

of this fascinating revolutionary. However, historians will 

have to wait for alternative considerations of Trotsky!s life 

until Harvard University completes the publication of his

archives.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Perhaps the most striking feature of the succession 

struggle after Lenin * s death was that Stalin emerged as the 

victor. Trotsky was the logical choice to succeed Lenin.
He had directed the revolutionary uprising of October 1917» 
and was largely responsible for the Bolshevik victory in the 

Civil War. In addition, Trotsky was a brilliant theoretician 

arid an able public speaker. He was quite popular with the 

military cadres, and was the only revolutionary leader who 
could possibly rival Lenin in respect and prestige bestowed 

by the masses. Conversely, Stalin was not among the upper 
echelon of those who implemented the October Revolution. He 
was not well-known outside of party circles, and did not have 

the vast popular support that Trotsky commanded at the end of 

the Civil War. Moreover, Stalin was not considered an 
intellectual, he had not traveled extensively in Europe, and 

he was not regarded as s theoretician by party elites*
Trotsky should have won the struggle for political

power.
It is impossible to escape the feeling that in 
early 1923 Trotsky held most of the trumps; he 
failed to play then proponly and lost the game.
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His ■whole career as the leader of the Left 
Opposition was anticlimatic, a desperate but 
vain effort to recoup.1

In retrospect, the succession contest appears more as a

record of Trotsky1s inadequacies than of Stalin’s efforts
to become a totalitarian dictator. The former Commissar of

War committed numerous blunders in failing to become the
party leader. Trotsky was unwilling to countenance a coup,
his arrogant temperament and rather Victorian mannerisms

alienated many party members, and he simply refused to

acknowledge Stalin as a legitimate political rival.

The truth is that Trotsky refrained from 
attacking Stalin because he felt secure....
It seemed to Trotsky almost a bad joke that 
Stalin, the wilful and sly but shabby and 
inarticulate man in the background, could be 
his rival.1 2

More specifically, Trotsky was unable to adapt to the 

changing conditions of the post—Lenin period. Trotsky had 
relied upon Lenin for security, praise, and attention. Lenin's 

death left Trotsky to his own devices in a world of severe 

political chaos. Trotsky refused or simply was unable to 
organise a strong following with which to acquire and 
eventually consolidate power. His abilities were impressive,

1 Robert V. Daniels, The Conscience of the Revolution;
Communist Opposition in Soviet Russia (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 19b0)# p. 207.

2Isaac Deutscher, The Prophet Unarmed; Trotsky 1921-1929 
(London: Oxford University Tress, 1999), p. 93.



3

but Trotsky did not possess the organizational acumen to meet 
the match of a man of Stalin’s character. Even though Trotsky 

initially was more popular among the masses, Stalin’s control 
of the party apparatus was sufficient to guarantee victory.
"As to the Stalinist faction, its strength lay not in its size, 

but in its leader’s complete mastery of the party machine.”3
Unable to adopt the requisites for survival in a world

of political change, Trotsky was also unprepared for the
quieter, calmer atmosphere of the post-revolutionary period.

As a consummate master of oratory, debate, and theoretical

formulations, he was adept at fomenting the emotional upheaval

of a great revolutionary movement. Eut when the fervor of

the insurrection era subsided, Trotsky seemed lost, disconcerted,

and disoriented. In retrospect, he appeared unsure of the
direction of the revolutionary process. Stalin, on the other

hand, did not succumb to such vacillations, but was quite

certain of the path he wished to follow.

On the personal plane the tragedy of Trotsky 
in these years is that, in contradistinction 
to the earlier period, he ceased almost 
entirely to be a man of action. In the heroic 
days of revolution and civil war he had been 
the driver; now he was the driven.

3Ibid., p. 275.
^Edward H. Carr, The October Revolution: Before and 

After (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 19^9), p. 1oOT’™
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Apart from Trotsky's blunders and lack of astuteness in 

coping with the less emotional period of the post-revolutionary 

era, one must also be aware of the nature of the Soviet state and 

the Bolshevik Party in examining the succession contest. The 

transfer of power is often uncertain in a dictatorship, and the 

Soviet Union certainly has not been an exception. Moreover,
"Every revolution leaves as its legacy the questionable legitimacy 

of the r u l e r . T h e  revolutionary effort and the exhaustive 
Civil War left the Bolsheviks emaciated, and with only a 

tenuous claim to power. Communist elites were determined to 
preserve and extend their political influence. Most party 
members looked to Lenin for direction and leadership in a period 
of retrenchment and consolidation. However, Lenin's death 

removed the one man who had been able to deter internal frag

mentation, organize a constructive economic program, and augment 

the party's base of authority. The party was in a disconcertingly 

insecure position in the country. The Bolsheviks exacerbated 

the problem by popularizing the notion that they were beset by 
a number of almost insurmountable antagonistic forces. Many 

members sincerely believed that a strong leader was the only 

solution to the dilemma. However, this attitude conflicted 
sharply with the concept that one man could simply not replace 

Lenin.

^Myron Rush, Political Succession in the USSR. 2nd ed.
(New York: Columbia University Press, 19odJ$ p. 3.
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The very respect for Lenin's memory that his 
heirs professed seemed to work against the 
Leninist principle of concentrated authority.
His lieutenants acted on the proclaimed 
principle that no individual--only a collective 
group— 'Could fill Lenin's position at the head 
of the movement, and as all political experience 
indicates, nothing is more likely to inflame 
rivalries than dictatorship by committee.0

Previous studies have disseminated the idea that Lenin 

owed his position as party leader only to a combination of 
respect and prestige accorded to him by the people. However, 
this analysis does not meet the requirements of serious inspection. 

Lenin was capable of wielding immense political power. As a 
realist and a revolutionary, he was aware that coercion and 

force were often successful in situations in which persuasion 

was simply not effective. He laid the theoretical foundation 
of Soviet totalitarianism. Centralism usually had been a more 

prominent feature of Bolshevik political practice than democracy, 

something Lenin realised at the end of his life. Stalin thus 

only improved and expanded the bureaucratic underpinnings of 

Soviet Russia. Lenin's belated proposals for reforming the 
party apparatus were never implemented. The Leninist tradition 
involved a number of perplexing contradictions for communist 

elites. Many Bolsheviks were reluctant to permit any single 
individual to replace Lenin as party leader. On the other hand,

^Robert H. McNeal, The Bolshevik Tradition: Lenin, Stalin, 
Khrushchev (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
19037 , P . 8 6 .



hovrever, Lenin had established the precedent of a monolithic 

party controlling the country, and the dominance of a single 

individual within the party.
Bolsheviks were faced with the problem of securing 

their rule within the Soviet Union. In order to accomplish 

this task, they relied extensively on the political acumen of 

a single man. Potential successors therefore had to prove 
that they were capable of preserving and consolidating the 

Leninist heritage. This was certainly not an easy task for 
either Stalin or Trotsky. Both men were required to establish 

themselves as genuine adherents to the Leninist leadership model

The image of the Ideal leader takes two forms. 
In what may be called its Bolshevik aspect, 
this image portrays a many-sided figure who 
appears variously in the role of Party leader, 
master strategist, theorist, and organizer of, 
communist victory, and whose capacity to lead 
rests— among other things— upon superior powers 
of diagnosis, foresight, and ability to utilize 
all the potentialities of a given historical 
situation to maximum advantage. It its second 
aspect, the image of the Ideal leader portrays 
a figure of mythical proportions who not only 
incorporates all the qualities of the superior 
Bolshevik, but who also becomes a kind of quasi- 
divine and legendary folk hero with more than 
human powers.'

In addition to inspecting Trotsky’s blunders during the

last two years of the succession period, one must also examine 

Stalin’s peculiar political genius for an adequate appreciation 7

7Thomas W. Wolfe, ’’Soviet Leadership" 
Georgetown University, 1956), pp. 225-226.

(Ph.D. dissertation,



7

of his successful rise to power. Stalin was a consummate

master of organization, systematic planning, and concerted

effort toward a well-defined goal. His victory over Trotsky

was the result, in part, of a dominant position in the party

apparatus. Stalin also disseminated the notion that only he

could be considered Lenin*s trustworthy and loyal disciple.

For this reason, he had to maintain a close affinity with the

Leninist doctrinal tradition.
To win the Lenin succession, as distinguished from 
the contest for power, Stalin had to legitimize 
himself in the supreme-leader role by acquiring 
special political authority in Bolshevik eyes.
Moreover, anyone aspiring to become b o  scab would 
have to prove himself in Lenin’s role* as chief 
ideological spokesman of the party and Marxist 
thinker. This was a formidable challenge for 
Stalin,.8

Stalin was able to accomplish this task by promoting 

the idea that his theoretical formulations were in strict 
keeping with Leninist orthodoxy. The General Secretary insisted 

on strict adherence to Leninist doctrine as a means of 

preserving political continuity. During the succession years, 

Stalin did not attempt to establish himself as an original 

Marxist theoretician. Rather, he portrayed himself as the 
humble follower and first disciple of Lenin. In contrast, 
Trotsky was represented as the creator of a heterodox ideology.

^Robert C. Tucker, Stalin as Revolutionary» 1879-1929:__A
Study in His tor1/ and Personality (New Yorks W. W. Norton and
'Co77~T "  ITT pT *313 .
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Stalin claimed that the Left Opposition sought to replace 

Leninism with Trotskyism.
Stalin’s political genius and control of the apparatus

was a significant aspect of the post-Lenin succession struggle.

However, one should also be cognizant of the fact that many

people were almost totally ignorant of the events in the

succession dilemma. "At the most, only about 20,000 people

were of their choice, directly, and actively involved in the
omomentous inner-party conflict."^ War weariness, political 

apathy, and Stalin's domination of the communications media 

prevented official publication of most of the details of the 

succession fight. In addition, Bolshevik elites were reluctant 

to expose the delicate nature of the intraparty conflict to 

the Soviet people. Many members were highly fearful of the 
masses, and sought to avoid all forms of criticism in an effort 

to restrain popular dissatisfaction. The apathy of the people 

operated as a distinct disadvantage to dissenting factions.
"To win, the ruling factions needed only the passivity of the 

masses, while the Opposition needed for its success their 

political awakening and activity.""1 ̂
In the post-Lenin succession era, Trotsky was not the

sole organizer of an opposition

^Deutscher, The Prophet Unarmed: Trotsky 1921-1929, p. 27!?. 

10Ibid., p. 272.



9

fragmentation and keep inner-party strife to a miniraum, but 

his followers did not possess the same skillfulness. Soviet 

history during the twenties is replete with dissenting factions 

attempting to depose the existing elites, and establish them
selves as the ruling hierarchy. Feelings of insecurity and of 

a general lack of direction were aggravated by the absence of 

well-defined succession procedures. Lenin unwittingly had 

endangered Bolshevik authority by his unwillingness to designate 
an heir. Thus, the party was forced to endure internal 

discontent at the same time it was faced with the problem of 

survival in a hostile world. "Next to decisive defeat in a

great war, perhaps the most severe test that can be imposed
11upon a totalitarian dictatorship is that of succession."

The Soviet succession crisis reached its zenith from 1926

to 1928. Trotsky was adament in his refusal to adhere to

Stalinist orthodoxy. The Bolsheviks were by tradition an

argumentative group, but the period between 1926 and 1928
witnessed the culmination of inner-party discord.

The years 1926 and 1927 were the high tide of 
the Opposition movement in Soviet Russia.... 
Organizationally, the Oppositional challenge 
was most serious at the very beginning of the 
Soviet regime, and subsequent manifestations 
of dissent were progressively weaker and 
easier to put down. The Opposition of 1926-2? 
stands out in the breadth of divergence which 
arose between the contending factions and in

^Wolfe, "Soviet Leadership," p, 785.
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the fever pitch which the controversy attained.
At no time before or after did Opposition attacks 
on those in power assume so bitter a tone or go 
so far toward outright denunciation of the 
Communist leadership for betraying the ideals of
the revolution.12

Ironically, however, even though Trotsky’s rivalry with 

Stalin reached its summit between 1926 and 1928, the outcome 

was disastrous for the Left Opposition. Trotsky probably could 

have acquired power in 1923 or 192h, but the possibility of 

success in 1926 was almost negligible. Stalin's control of 

the apparatus was complete, and he was gradually establishing 

himself as the steadfast disciple of Leninist orthodoxy. 
Trotsky's pleas for reorganization of the party went unheeded 

as the General Secretary had mastery of the press. More 
importantly, many people simply were disinterested in a struggle 

which seemed to involve nothing more than theoretical hair™ 

splitting. Trotsky was unable to adapt his brilliant, but 

often turgidly constructed ideological formulations to the 

changing conditions of Soviet life. Stalin, on the other hand, 

had the good sense to realize that most people were weary of 
emotional, revolutionary slogans. In addition, party elites 
looked askance at Trotsky because his popularity and prestige 

among the masses had once rivaled Lenin's.
The country was in need of peace and security in order to

Daniels, The Conscience of the Revolution, p. 273.1 ?
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retrench and consolidate the gains of the October Revolution. 
Party members demanded a leader who could establish effectively 

Bolshevik authority over the nation. Many Bolsheviks acknow

ledged that Stalin was better suited to accomplish this task 

than Trotsky.
Stalin triumphed over Trotsky because he succeeded in 

portraying himself as the legitimate proponent of Leninist 

orthodoxy. Stalin's organizational genius and his control of 

the mass media were significant, but his ability to fulfill 

the prerequisites of the Leninist leadership model was of 

primary importance in determining the outcome of the succession 
fight.

..., an aspiring leader had to be convincing 
theoretically as well as pragmatically. Mo 
matter how competent he might be as a 
technician of power, he had to prove himself 
as a political and ideological leader in the 
Lenin tradition. He had to engage in a 
contest not simply for power but also for
succession.** ̂

Stalin's peculiar capabilities were admirably suited for

attaining victory in just such a contest.

 ̂"'Tucker, Stalin as Revolutionary, 1879-1929. P. 30k.



CHAPTER II

REVOLUTIONARY PERSONALITIES

The personality clash between Stalin and .¡.rotsKy was 

an integral aspect of the succession struggle. Genuine 
differences in character formation, upbringing, temperament, 

mannerisms, presuppositions, and predilections intensified 
the contest for supreme political power. Disparate backgrounds 

produced two diverse, and often conflicting revolutionary 

mentalities. Both Stalin and Trotsky were totalitarian in 

temperament, but each had a different style and method of 

expression.
Stalin and Trotsky disliked each other almost from

the first time they met. Lenin was able to deter an open
confrontation during his lifetime, but the apparent comradeship

was superficial. Lenin's demise removed the only successful

mediating force in the struggle between the two men. ihe
conflict between Stalin and Trotsky was largely political,

but one cannot dismiss the personal antagonism which served

to give impetus to the succession contest.
A political gulf separated Stalin and Trotsky.
But the personal rivalry between them cannot be 
overlooked. Even when two persons are ready to 
give their lives for the same cause or spend 
their energies for the same organization they



may hamper one another’s work or destroy one 
another out of petty considerations.1

Even though Lenin was able to impose a superficial 

cordiality between the two revolutionaries, the origins of 

the personality clash were deep-seated. Stalin’s simple, 

rather primitive upbringing in the mountain regions of Georgia 

endowed him with a provincialism from which he never escaped.

He was not oriented toward Europe as were most of the other 
leading Bolsheviks. In addition to his native tongue, Georgian, 
Stalin spoke only Russian, and he had never had the opportunity 
of studying in the West. Moreover, he had received his formal 

education at a highly conservative theological seminary. In 
temperament and mood, therefore, Stalin was influenced heavily 

by the Russian culture. In contrast, Trotsky had traveled 

throughout Europe at an early age, was competent in other 
European languages, and looked to the West for political and 

cultural direction. Trotsky tended to be highly critical of 

Russian manners and mores. He was acutely aware of the 

deplorable condition of formal education in his native land, 
and exhorted his countrymen to profit from the Western cultural 

experience. Stalin, however, increasingly became critical of 
concepts and ideas emanating from Western Europe. His glorifi-

1 Louis Fischer, Ken and Politics: An Autobiography 
(New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 19u1; reprint ed., 
Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1970), pp. 9U-95.
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cation of the Russian mentality and spirit became an intricate 

aspect of his antagonism toward the intellectual underpinnings 

of modem Western European society.
The personality clash between Stalin and Trotsky was a 

continuation of the Slavophil-Westerner debate that had split 

the intelligentsia during the nineteenth century. Trotsky's 
attitude toward Western Europe was similar, in some respects, 

to that of Peter Chaadaev. While Trotsky stopped short of 

claiming that Russia had not made any contribution to human 

civilization, he did agree with Chaadaev that Russia must 

adopt the ways of the West in order to progress. Stalin, on 

the other hand, resembled Konstantin Pobedonostev in his 

rejection of the Enlightenment tradition and the presuppositions 

of Western rationalism. If he had been a socialist, Pobedonosuev 

would have approved of the doctrine of socialism in one 

country as a means of preventing Russian contamination by 
Western ideas. Stalin believed that the Russian culture was 

unique and did not need to borrow extensively from other 
traditions. He had calculated tne attitude of the party 
correctly as most of the functionaries were reluctant to reject 

totally their native customs.
Differences in upbringing, educational experiences, and 

disposition toward Western rationalism produced diverse concepts 

concerning the Bolshevik revolutionary mission. Trotsky had



spent a great deal of time studying, writing, and in maturing

his ideological formulations in Europe. In keeping with the

precepts of Marxism, he regarded Europe as the cultural,
intellectual, and revolutionary center of the world. Trotsky
usually expected Russians to benefit iront the more enlightened
traditions of European civilization. However, Stalin’s rejecti

of the Western intellectual experience stemmed, in part, from

his emphasis on the more practical, utilitarian facets of
revolutionary endeavor. The General Secretary was critical

of Old Bolsheviks who had spent a great deal of time simply

writing about revolutionary activities in Western Europe.

Stalin was proud of the fact that his life as a professional

revolutionary was centered on the execution of clandestine

operations. He came to regard some of the Old Bolsheviks as
pseudo-revolutionaries because they had not stayed in Russia

and participated in surreptitious activities in order to

promote the insurrection.
If there was a significant difference between 
Stalin and his colleagues, Trotsky, Zinoviev, 
and Kamenev, with regard to their fundamental 
characters, the difference may well have 
stemmed from Stalin’s extended underground 
activity. His revolutionary experience came 
from inside Russia, predominantly in the 
Caucasus area, where he lived the quasi
criminal life of the political rebel working 
to bring down the government, involved at 
different times in the criminal acts of 
organizing and leading strikes, fighting the 
police, propagandizing for the revolution, 
and even planning robberies to replenish the
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party treasury. This was the life, and Stalin 
was to idealize it later, of the practical, 
that is, of the down-to-earth worker.^

Disparities in evaluating Russia’s revolutionary experience,
in part, were responsible for the personality clash between Stalin
and Trotsky. However, other more deep-rooted factors of a

psychological nature also are significant. The basis of this

examination is concerned with Trotsky’s inability to countenance

men of lesser intellectual capabilities. In this respect,

Trotsky failed to recognize Stalin as a potential, rival, and
dismissed the General Secretary' as an ignorant provincial,
unfit for revolutionary leadership. In his biography of the

General Secretary Trotsky claimed that "Stalin remains a
mediocrity. His mind is not only devoid of range but is even

3incapable of logical thinking."
In retrospect, Trotsky's aversion for Stalin and his 

failure to recognize the General Secretary’s political acumen 

were fatal. Stalin never forgave Trotsky for his arrogance, 

conceit, and intellectual aloofness. Trotsky's refusal to 

treat the General Secretary as a political and revolutionary 
equal must be considered of primary significance in determining

pArthur E. Adams, Stalin and His Times, Berkshire Studies 
in European History (New York : Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 
1972), p. 12.

3Leon Trotsky, Stalin: An Appraisal of the Man and His 
Influence, ed. and trans, Charles Malamuth, The Universal 
Library ;New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 19Ù1), p. 393«



17

the origins and outcome of their conflict. Trotsky rejected

any familiarity with Stalin even for the sake of expediency.

Because of his enormous envy and ambition,
Stalin could not help feeling at every step his 
intellectual and moral inferiority. It seems 
that he tried to get closer to me. Not until 
much later did I realize the meaning of attempts 
to establish something approaching familiarity 
between us. But I was repelled by those very 
qualities that were his strength on the wave of 
decline— the narrowness of his interests, his 
empiricism, the coarseness of his psychological 
make-up ['sic'], his peculiar cynicism of a 
provincial whom Marxism has freed from many 
prejudices without, however, replacing them 
with a philosophical outlook thoroughly thought- 
out and mentally assimilated.4

Stalin was painfully aware of Trotsky's evaluation of 
his intellectual abilities, political acumen, and leadership 

potential. He also realized that other party elites were in 

basic agreement with Trotsky's analysis. Rejection as a 
churlish provincial added to Stalin's suspiciousness and 

vindictiveness. The General Secretary gradually came to 

regard any criticism of himself as a threat to the party. He 
became convinced that Trotsky''s repudiation of Stalinism was 

also a refusal to accept the basic precepts of Leninism. In 

this resoect, Trotsky failed to understand the extent to which

Stalin, analysed all relationships in terms of power politics.

^Leon Trovsky, Life: An Attempt at an Autobiography, 
with an Introduction by Joseph Hansen (.lew fork: Pathfinder 
Press, Inc., 1970), pp. U?6-b77.



18

The distinction between personal relationships 
and political ones, something we may take for 
granted, was foreign to his £ Stalin*¿3 mind.
His political life was as intensely personal 
in its meaning to him as his personal life 
was absorbed in the political realm.'’

Trotsky did not grasp the nature of Stalin’s psychological

makeup«, This, in part, was responsible for his alienation
and isolation from inner-party life. Stalin could not countenance

rivals, and considered them a genuine threat to the goals of the

revolutionary effort. The existence of opposition factions was

construed as a personal affront as well as a direct attack upon

the principles of Marxism-Leninism.
Because Stalin identified himself and his 
personal power with the power of the party and 
the state, his personal suspicions could be 
aroused as easily by opposition to his opinion 
as by anybody who, to his suspicious mind, might 
in some remote future become a threat to himself 
or to Soviet power and hegemony.0

Stalin, then, was able to reconcile his personal attacks cn
Trotsky and the subsequent fabrication of Trotskyism because

he considered the former Commissar of War to be an enemy of

the party srd. of the state.
Trotsky’s aloofness, intellectual superiority, and rather 

bourgeois temperament alienated Stalin.as well as other members

''Tucker, Stalin as Revolutionary, 1879-1929, p. U26.
^Gustav Bychowski, "Joseph V» Stalin: Paranoia and the 

Dictatorship of the Proletariat," in The Psychoanalytic Inter
pretation of History, ed. Benjamin B. Wblman, with a Foreword by 
William L. Langer™(New York: Basic Books, Inc,, 1971)$ p. 1U2.
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of the Bolshevik hierarchy. Stalin naturally profited from 
this wider dissatisfaction with Trotsky as Lenin’s heir apparent. 

Old Bolsheviks were generally uneasy in Trotsky’s presence 

because they resented his oratorical skills and the prestige 

accorded by the masses which placed him almost on a par with 

Lenin. there has always existed among certain groups of the

old followers of Lenin an extreme jealousy of Trotsky. It is 

nourished by Trotsky’s self-assurance and his lack of personal 

tact,..
Moreover, many communists were acutely aware of Trotsky's 

former antagonism toward the party. Lenin had accepted Trotsky 

as a relative latecomer to the party hierarchy, but other members 

resented being snubbed by a man who formerly had been an ardent 

critic of Bolshevism. In addition, Trotsky’s personal habits 

aggravated the problem by alienating many men who might have 

become loyal disciples.
He did not give up personal ties, intellectual 
and asthetic pleasures or even stylishness of 
dress for the cause. This indulgence had the 
important side effect of making Trotsky more 
of an object of envy than Lenin, whose 
simplicity and personal unaffectedness helped 
to ward off feelings of personal animosity, 
and it also reflected a certain lack- of

7Max Eastman, Since Lenin Died (New York: Boni and 
Liveright, 1925), p. 13.
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commitment to the root aspects of the revolu
tionary identity he had chosen for himself.0

Trotsky’s intolerant and often capricious attitude made

it virtually impossible for him to organize a strong political
following with which to challenge Stalin. Previous studies of

the succession era have pointed out that Trotsky excelled in

the art of revolutionary persuasion. They maintain that he

always received steadfast allegiance from the intelligentsia,

university students, and military cadres. However, Trotsky

was not popular with party elites. His refusal to acknowledge

the revolutionary prowess of the Old Bolsheviks was an error

for a man engaged in a political struggle with Joseph Stalin.

Furthermore, Trotsky’s relationship with the party usually

was not comfortable or well-defined. He recognized Lenin's
preeminence, but refused to sanction an attitude of genuine

comradeship with other communists. "Trotsky’s speeches and

articles warmed and thrilled multitudes, but in his personal
9relations he was cold. People were cold to him.'1

The world view of each man also is significant in 

understanding the succession straggle. Trotsky’s rather aloof, 

individualistic approach was in keeping with his orientation

O
victor E. -Wolfenstein, The Revolutionary Personality: 

Lenin, Trotsky, Gandhi (Princeton: Princeton University Press 
for the Princeton Center of International Studies, 196?), p. 206.

o
Fischer, Men and Politics: An Autobiography, p. 76.
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toward the European Intelligentsia. He lived in a world of" 

ideas, concepts, theories, and abstractions. Trotsky functioned 

best in times of great emotional fervor, or periods of unpre

cedented change. He had been a man of action during the 
Revolution, but lacked the patience for the tedious details of 

administrative work. The former Commissar of War was adept at 

swaying the masses, but he was bored by the apparent trifles 
of inner-party maneuverings. Trotsky was a peerless revolutionary 

leader when emotions reached fever pitch, but he was almost 

totally inept at commanding men during calmer periods of consol

idation.
Trotsky could fire masses of men to acclaim and 
follow" him. But he had no talent for leadership 
among equals. He could not establish his 
authority anong colleagues by the modest arts 
of persuasion or by sympathetic attention to the 
views of men of lesser intellectual calibre than 
himself. He did not suffer fools and he was 
accused of being unable to brook rivals.10
More importantly, however, Trotsky's fascination -with 

ideologies and theoretical formulations seemed to blind him to 

the requirements of political expedience. He was a wretched 

politician and simply did not recognize Stalin's organizational 

talents until it was too late. Since Trotsky did not place a 
great deal of significance on matters of a practical, utilitarian 

nature, he failed to comprehend Stalin's genius. "Trotsky,...,

10Edward H. Carr, Socialism in One Country, 3 vois.
(New York: Macmillan Co„, 195b), 1:180-161.
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took the position that he [Stalin] was important not in his-- 

own right but only as a personification of the Thermidorean

nature of his succession contest with Stalin» he considered 

himself the legitimate heir because of his superior intellect 

and theoretical affinity with Lenin. Trotsky never quite 
realized that Stalin’s goal was a total monopoly of power, or 

that the struggle would be waged in the arena of organizational 

procedures and political acumen. "Trotsky was incapable of 

seeing his duty as a struggle for personal power within the 

party."'2 Trotsky’s lack of political astuteness enabled 

Stalin to mold a bureaucracy subservient only to the will of 

the General Secretary. Stalin accomplished this task by 
exploiting adroitly Trotsky’s alienation from the leading 

party functionaries.
Trotsky’s intellectual brilliance deterred him from 

perceiving the course of events in a precise and lucid fashion. 

His vacillations and hesitations were often the result of an 
overestimation of the complexities of the situation. Other 

party members justifiably accused him of theoretical hair

splitting over vague trivialities. Stalin, on the other hand, 
refused to be encumbered by the endless details which often

1''Tucker, Stalin as Revolutionary. 1879-1929, p* U22.

^Eastman, Since Lenin Died, p. 18.

bureaucracy."11 Trotsky did not understand the



befuddle the decision making process. Having plotted a chosen

course, he pursued his goal with a steadfastness that few 
contemporaries appreciated. Furthermore, Stalin was not 
troubled by deviations from ideological suppositions. In 
this respect, he was Lenin's legitimate heir. The General 

Secretary realized that the outcome of the succession contest

would be determined, in the long run, by power politics.

He fstalinj had little aptitude for self-doubt, 
usually an asset for politicians in general and 
dictators in particular. Whereas the ordinary 
man may fail to grasp the intricacies of a 
problem and the brilliant man may fluctuate 
because of too complete an understanding, the 
time leader plunges onward in the expectation 
that the result will vindicate his action.
Stalin possessed this quality of serene self- 
confidence in overabundance, and in the absence 
of constitutional safeguards or other checks to 
his personal authority, he was encouraged to 
think of himself as infallible. ^

^Robert D. Warth, Joseph Stalin, Tvayne's Rulers and 
Statesmen of the World Series, TROW 10 (New York: Twayne 
Publishers, 1969)* p. 1li.



CHAPTER III

THE UNITED OPPOSITION

From 1923 to 1926 Trotsky was virtually isolated among 

party elites. The triumvirate of Stalin, Kamenev, and Zinoviev 

dominated the political arena, and gradually undermined Trotsky's 
prestige and influence in the Soviet Union. During this period, 

Trotsky was supported by a group of loyal followers, usually 

referred to as the Left Opposition. However, these dissenters 
could not hope to rival Stalin's massive bureaucratic apparatus. 

Acknowledging Trotsky's ostracism from party circles, his tacit 
alliance with Kamenev and Zinoviev in the summer of 1926 is 

perplexing. The three revolutionaries officially proclaimed 

the existence of the Joint Opposition at a joint session of the 
Central Committee and the Central Control Commission in July.

The Joint Opposition was an alliance of necessity, not 
calculation. Zinoviev's faction had been routed at the 
Fourteenth Congress and party elites were beginning to realize 
that Stalin was the dominant figure in the triumvirate. The 

ruling trio had functioned efficiently for a short time, but 

Trotsky's oscillating attitude had given Stalin the opportunity 

of attacking his former partners. Zinoviev had prepared his 

supporters for a frontal assault on the Secretariat in
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December 1925. However, he overestimated his strength and-""
was defeated soundly by Stalin.

Zinoviev, whose demagogy was quite sincere, 
believed every word he said about the warm 
support of the Leningrad working-class masses 
for his own clique.... He took the opinions 
which his subordinates cooked up in the 
Leningrad Pravda as being representative of 
real public opinion. He came back to make 
his appeal to the Party and the masses at a 
time when the Party was no more than a 
phantom in the imagination of bureaucrats  ̂
and the masses were apathetic and dormant.
Trotsky strangely had been silent during the msneuverings 

and tactical movements which typified the Fourteenth Congress. 

Both Stalin and Zinoviev watched him carefully in order to 

determine what course of action he would pursue. Trotsky was 
befuddled genuinely by the open split in the triumvirate. He 
vacillated and refused to join either faction because he could 

not grasp the meaning behind the new alignment. Trotsky still 

did not perceive the nature of Stalin's political program.

His ignorance of the intentions and objectives of the General 

Secretary was readily apparent by his consideration of the 
possibility of joining Stalin in an alliance against Zinoviev.

In the aftermath of the Fourteenth Congress both Zinoviev 

and Trotsky made cautious overtures toward each other concerning 

the possibility of reconciliation. The Zinovievites were more 1

1 Victor Serge, Memoirs of a Revolutionary 1901-19k1, ed. 
and trans. Peter Sedgwick, Oxford University Press Paperback 
(London; Oxford University Press, 1967), p. 211.



aggressive and enthusiastic about the proposed alliance than

were Trotsky's followers. Trotsky was skeptical of the merger,

and only gradually was persuaded to acquiesce. He realized
that the union with Zinoviev would lead to retrogression in

his struggle with Stalin.
In Russia, the reaction against October was 
proceeding at full speed. The party apparatus 
was lining itself up with the right wing.
Under such conditions, it would have been 
childish to think that all we need do was join 
hands and victory would drop at our feet like 
a ripe fruit.2
The leaders of the Joint Opposition did not formulate 

a solid platform to present to other party members. The question 

of compiling a program representing the interests of both 

factions was considered only after a political settlement had 
been reached. "Zinoviev undertook to work out the chapters on 

agriculture and the International in collaboration with Kamenev; 
the chapter on industrialization was assigned to Trotsky;.

Trotsky always had been concerned with economic modernization.

He advocated the development of a planned economy as an integral 

aspect of the Opposition's platform. Furthermore, he demanded 
that priority be allocated to the rejuvenation of the industrial 

capacity of the state. Trotsky was critical of Bukharin's 

concessionary policy toward the peasantry. Pointing to the

^'Trotsky, My Life, p. £22.
'S e rge , Memoirs of a Revolutionary 1901-19U1, p. 222.
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"scissors crisis" which existed during the middle of the decade, 

he asserted that manufacturing would continue to stagnate as 

long as the masses were unable to afford consumer products. In 

addition, Trotsky correctly emphasized that the government would 
have to stimulate industrialization, and regenerate export trade 
in order to induce the peasants to sell their agricultural 
commodities. Primarily, he demanded that energetic tax pressures 
be executed against the kulak in order to aid in the formation 
of a socialist economy.

It would seem evident that the platform of the United 

Opposition was directed largely against the General Secretary.

The Opposition leaders hoped to depose Stalin and establish 

themselves at the pinnacle of the ruling hierarchy. Stalin was 

not deceived; he realized that the Opposition was interested 

only secondarily in economic changes. Trotsky and Zinoviev 

were concerned primarily with diminishing the power of the 

General Secretary. "Their [^United Opposition]] platform is— reform 
of the Secretariat of the Central Committee. The only thing they 

have in common and that completely unites them is the question of 
the Secretariat."k

Although the United Opposition was formed with the intention 

of curbing Stalin’s political power, the alliance actually worked

uJoseph Stalin, Works, 13 vols, (Moscow: Foreign Languages 
Publishing House, 1952-1955), 7:398.



to his advantage. Neither Trotsky nor Zinoviev entered the"'

coalition with a great deal of enthusiasm. Moreover, Trotsky's

followers were skeptical of the merger, and felt that their
leader was compromising his principles simply to meet the needs

of political expedience.

This alliance [¡United Opposition^ was another 
mist alee on Trotsky's part. Most Communists 
regarded Zinoviev and Kamenev as mere oppor
tunists, ready to change their views for 
personal power. Trotsky, on the other hand, 
was still held in high esteem, despite the 
fact that he was in a minority. No one 
questioned his sincerity or loyalty. Now by 
associating himself with Zinoviev and Kamenev, 
while gaining few followers, he damaged his 
own prestige. Perhaps Trotsky himself, we ^ 
thought, was not so objective as he had seemed.5

Many of Trotsky's supporters were reluctant to engage 
in political intrigue with men. who formerly had been bitter 
enemies. Both factions still harbored animosity from previous 
encounters. The proposed coalition generated attitudes of 

mistrust and suspicion which made it a failure from the 

beginning. Zinovievites could not forget easily that Trotsky's 
work, Lessons of October, had recreated the events of the 

Revolution in which Zinoviev and Kamenev had rejected Lenin's 

proposals and advocated the postponement of the insurrection.

On the other hand, Trotsky was aware that Zinoviev had advocated

5Alexander Barmine, One Who Survived: The Life Story of 
a Russian Under the Soviets, with an Introduction by Max Kastman 
INew York; G, P. Putnam's Sons, 19b 5), p. lob.



his dismissal from the party in 1925« In short, Stalin was 
able to profit from a situation in which former opponents had 

agreeded tacitly to align in a common endeavor. He easily 
persuaded party members that the Opposition leaders were not 
interested in social and economic reform, but simply wished to 

divide the party and attain political power.
Retrospectively, one must conclude that the United 

Opposition only served to weaken Trotsky’s position vis-a-vis 

Stalin. The alliance was not firm or binding. ’'Thus Trotsky 
had no sooner made the alliance with them (^Zinoviev and Kamenev] 

than he had to patch up differences and make concessions.“^ 

Trotsky’s apparent conciliatory attitude toward former enemies 

injured his reputation in the party, and cast doubt upon many 
of his theoretical formulations. Stalin quickly realized that 

the Opposition was not in complete agreement on many issues, 
and successfully undermined the faction from within. Moreover, 

Zinoviev and Kamenev were hesitant about directing a large- 
scale attack against the General Secretary. Zinoviev continued 

to harbor ideas that Stalin would recall him to share in the 
decision making process. The formation of the United Opposition 

aggravated the relationship between Stalin and Trotsky, but 

was not a serious challenge to the General Secretary’s dominant 

position in the party.

^Deutscher, The Prophet Unarmed: Trotsky 1921-1929, p. 269.



The unexpected alliance of Zinoviev, Kamenev, 
and Trotsky intensified the struggle within 
the party. But it still did not improve the 
chances of the opposition. Everyone could 
still remember the bitter struggle between 
the Trotskyites and the Zinovievites, during 
which the leaders were not sparing in their 
opinions of each other. The reversal of the 
leaders was too sharp, and their mutual 
amnesty led to the defection of many rank- 
and-file [  sic 3 members. The United Opposition 
turned out to be weaker than any of the 
previous groups, and many of the supporters 
of both Trotsky and Zinoviev considered its 
formation a major political mistake. 1

The formation of the United Opposition inaugurated the

most violent, but also the most catastrophic period, from

Trotsky's point of view, in the succession fight. Trotsky's

proposals for political and economic redirection usually were
ignored. Furthermore, the evidence reveals that Trotsky himself

was not optimistic in analyzing the possibilities of success.

In order to implement its limited platform into Soviet life,

the Opposition would have had to resort to the fomenting of
revolutionary agitation, and the establishment of a rival

political party. Since it was not willing to countenance this

proposal, submission to official party directives was unavoidable

The Left Opposition could not achieve power, and 
did not even hope to do so— -certainly not its 
most thoughtful leaders. A struggle for power

7F:ov A. Medvedev, Let History Judge; 'The Origins and 
Consequences of Stalinism, ed. David Joravsky and Georges Haupt, 
tram?. Coieen Taylor (New York: Alfred A, Knopf, Inc., 1971; 
reprint ed., Vintage Books, New York: Random House, 1973), p. 52



by the Left Opposition, by a revolutionary 
Marxist organization, was conceivable only 
under the conditions of a revolutionary 
unsurge» Under such conditions the strategy 
is based on aggression, on direct appeal to 
the masses, on frontal attacks against, the 
government#e#• But during the early twenties 
and later, there was no revolutionary upsurge 
in Russia, quite the contrary. Under such 
circumstances it was out of the question to 
launch a strategy for power.6

8Trotsky, Stalin, p. U03.



CHAPTER IV

DEMOCRATIC CENTRALISM

As professional revolutionaries for the Bolsheviks the 
practical application of Lenin's emphasis on democratic 

centralism always has been a difficult problem. Party theoreti

cians have endeavored continually to reconcile the interests of 

workers’ democracy with the demands of inner-party discipline. 

Bolshevik history reveals that reconciliation attempts usually 

have not been successful. Psychological fears and insecurities, 
often unwarranted, have led to an overemphasis on maintaining 
strict party discipline. Most of the Bolsheviks realized that 

the preservation and consolidation of power after the October 
Revolution was dependent upon the rigid enforcement of party 

unity. The ruling elites were besieged, both ideologicallv 

and militarily, by foreign powers after the overthrow of the 

Provisional Government. Moreover, the leaders did not trust 
the peasant masses. They felt that any breach of unity would 

impede the advancement of socialism ana induce a counter

revolution. Therefore, Stalin only augmented the practical and 

theoretical significance of intraparty discipline. He did not 

initiate the process, but consolidated a movement b o m  out of 
political necessity.
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It is sometimes asserted that while the 
Bolsheviks instituted a merciless dictatorship 
they themselves enjoyed, as long as Lenin was 
alive and well, a kind of intraparty democracy.
The truth is that, after its October victory, 
the Communist Party began to grope its way 
toward totalitarianism. Lenin's methods in 
dealing with his party opponents were different 
from those of Stalin, but his toleration of 
opposition was not much greater than that of 
his successor. To be sure, the veterans of 
Bolshevism were not yet being publicly humil
iated and then imprisoned for disagreeing with 
Lenin. But they were likely to be censured 
and transfered to obscure provincial or 
diplomatic positions. Had a more efficient 
party machine been at Lenin's disposal, the 
penalties would have been much more drastic,'

Considering the short duration of Soviet rule and the 

dilemma of democratic centralism, the attempt to reconcile unity 

and freedom easily became one of the most integral facets of 
the succession struggle. Trotsky's demand for a return to the 

principles of a workers’ democracy was more vociferous than his 

insistence upon the ideological accuracy, according to the 
paradigm of Leninism, of the theory of permanent revolution. 

Furthermore, Stalin realized that his quest for political power 

was dependent upon the maintenance of strict party unity. He 
eventually succeeded in establishing the concept of the preser

vation of intraparty discipline as the' basic prerequisite for 

entrance into the upper echelon of the Bolshevik hierarchy. 
Through resourceful political maneuvering and appeal to the

1Adam B. Ulam, 
(Cambridge: Harvard

The Hew Face of Soviet Totalitarianism 
University Press, 19b3T, p. HB.
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"virtue" of ideological unity, Stalin was able to render

Trotsky's dissension virtually harmless.
The most striking facet of the behavior of the 
party leaders in their contest with the 
Opposition was their hysterical concern for 
unity in the Communist Party. Party unity 
was elevated to the status of a supreme value, 
while violation of it became a requirement for 
all who would remain in favor with the leadership.
No policy question was as important as the 
principle that the party be of one mind and one 
will.2

Trotsky’s demand for the establishment of a genuine 

workers’ democracy resulted, in part, from his failure to 
control the party apparatus» Stalin’s dominance of the bureau

cracy had increased gradually throughout the early twenties. 

Trotsky hoped that an appeal for intraparty freedom would 

decrease Stalin’s po*./er, and enable himself to gain some 
support among the rank and file. A plea for democracy was 

also disseminated by sincere ideological, convictions. However, 

Trotsky was never able to reconcile the ideals of freedom with 

the harsh realities of discipline throughout the entire 

succession era.
In truth he was grappling all this time with a 
dilemma which occupied the party as a whole- 
only he grappled with it more intensely than 
others. It was the dilemma between authority 
and freedom. Trotsky was sensitive to the 
claims of both»-'

^Daniels, Conscience of the Revolution, p. 30iu 

^Deutscher, The Frorhet Unarmed: Trotskv 1921 -1 ?29> P» >2,
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As long as the outcome of the Civil War was in jeopardy

Trotsky, indeed, did put the demands of discipline above the

ideals of democracy. However, the growth of the bureaucracy,

and Stalin’s all-pervasive control of the Secretariat gradually

induced the former Commissar of War to champion the principles
of intraparty freedom. As early as 1923 Trotsky had published

a plea for increased freedoms and reform of the apparatus.

It is necessary that the party,..., should restore 
to itself its collective initiative, its right 
of free comradely criticism— without fear and 
without favour— its right of organizational 
self-determination. It is necessary to revive 
and renew the apparatus, making it feel that it 
is the. executive mechanism of the collective 
whole.k

In addition to a restoration of the right of criticism, Trotsky 

was interested in reorganising the Secretariat so that positions 

of power and influence would become elective instead of appointive. 

He correctly understood that Stalin was removing detractors and 

replacing them with supporters. However, instead of countering 

the threat by engaging in political activity, Trotsky chose to 
rely upon ideological polemics and vague appeals for intraparty 
freedom. Inasmuch as Trotsky was also a totalitarian personality, 

he probably would have made administrative appointments in much 

the same fashion as Stalin if given the opportunity.

Trotsky’s plea for a workers’ democracy rested upon his

^Leon Trotsky, "Trotsky’s Letter on the New Course," in
Since Lenin Died by Max Eastman, p. 11>9*
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belief that a Bolshevik could be both critical of and loyal to

the party at the same time.

A Bolshevik is not merely a disciplined man; 
he is a man who in each case and on each 
question forges a firm opinion of his own and 
defends it courageously and independently, 
not only against his enemies, but inside his 
own party.5

Trotsky felt that the establishment of an atmosphere of spon

taneous critical inquiry and debate offered the only hope for 
the advancement of socialism. He abhored the prospect of 

the Old Bolsheviks becoming a ruling caste. In an effort to 
avoid stagnation and promote change, Trotsky called for a close 

interaction between the Old Bolsheviks and the younger members 
of the party. He felt that any party which did not accept 

criticism and promote reform was shirking its obligation to 

the revolution.

Ho other party ever bore such an international 
historic responsibility as ours. But exactly 
for this reason, and because of the power it 
wields, our party ought fearlessly to criticize 
its own mistakes. It ought to uncover its own 
darker sides and clearly visualize the danger 
of an actual degeneration, in order to take 
timely measures tc prevent, it.6

Yet, Stalin was able to counter Trotsky’s demands for 

intraparty freedom by appealing for the implementation of the

^Leon Trotsky, The New Course, trans. Max Shachtman, The 
Struggle for the New Course by Max Shachtman (New York; New 
International Publishing Co., 19U3), p. 9k.

6Leon Trotsky, The Real Situation in Russia, trans, and 
with an Introduction by Max Eastman "(New York: Harcourt, Brace 
and Co., 1923), p. 111.



very same principles. In similar fashion, he became adept- 

at utilizing the platform of Trotsky's Opposition. He 

realized that an appeal for democracy by the ruling hier

archy would extend his influence over the functionaries.
Party members came to believe that they were responsible 

for the establishment of a workers' democracy. They resented 
Trotsky's inference that the ruling elites made even the 

most rudimentary decisions for the local cells. Moreover, 
since many Bolsheviks could not distinguish between the 

programs of Stalin and Trotsky, they interpreted demands for 
intraparty freedom by opposition groups as efforts to depose 
the General Secretary.

Stalin was able to circumvent criticism by utilizing 
some features of Trotsky's proposals and ignoring others. 

Throughout the twenties, Stalin became more vociferous in 

his demand for the maintenance of a critical spirit within 

Bolshevik ranks. The General Secretary continually asserted 

that constructive criticism was needed to ensure revolutionary 
progress.

Ee OTMeuan h He bhhbjihh otkpnto h 
uecTHO, Kan 3to nofloCaer dojiBmeBMKaM, 
nesoueTM h oiuhCjkh, mm sanpHsaeM 
cede fiopory Bnepen. Hy, a mm xothm 
ABuraTLCH Biiepe#. ... Ees stoto 
Het jiBMzeHîiH Bnepeji. Ees stoto H6T paSBHTHH.
C Net noticing and not exposing openly and 
honestly, as it becomes Bolsheviks, defici
encies and mistakes in our work, we are



closing to ourselves the way forward. And we 
want to advance forward.... Without this there 
is no forward movement. Without this there is 
no development.Q

Stalin, then, was able to promote a rather skeptical, even 
mistrustful attitude among Bolsheviks. Criticism came to be 

directed toward those who deviated from the Stalinist line.

More importantly, the Bolshevik hierarchy utilized the virtue 

of preserving inner-party discipline by directly faultfinding 

insinuations against deviationists. Gradually, censure came to 
be applied not to those policies or theories which supported 
the orthodox line, but to opposition factions and heterodox 

Ideological formulations.
The ruling elites became adept at promulgating declarations 

in support of intraparty democracy at opportune moments,

Trotsky's fulminations against the Soviet bureaucracy provided 

just such a situation. From the Stalinist perspective, the 

danger was heightened because the apparatus was in need of 

reform. Trotsky's castigation of the bureaucracy originated 

before Lenin's death, but became more intense as the succession

^OOBeTCKHM COK53, ilHCTilTJT MapKCH3Ua Jle HU HK3U8 npHUK KIICC, IThtHanna?bi C'sesu KBH (B), CTeHornapHuecKnM 
O T u e r ,  J l e K a d p  1 9 2 7  (Mo c k b b : r o c y n a p c T B e n n o e  v IsnaTeJ ibCTBO 
■ lo jiHTKqecKoii J l M T e p a r y p H ,  1 9 6 1 ) ,  1 : 7 8 - 7 9 »
C Soviet Union, Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Fifteenth 
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), 
Stenographic Report, December 1927 (Moscow:' State Publishing 
House of Political Literature^ 19^1 ), 1 :78-79.3
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contest progressed. The severity of the conflict eventually 

led to Trotsky's claim that "Stalin is the personification of 
the bureaucracy. That is the substance of his political

g
personality."

Trotsky asserted that the ponderous Soviet bureaucracy

stifled initiative and impeded the construction of a socialist

society. Moreover, he was aware that the apparatus had become
almost unmanageable. The party was being controlled by the

Secretariat, and the local cells were being deprived of a

chance to participate in the decision making process. Trotsky

accorded the responsibility for bureaucratic degeneration to

an obdurate reliance on tradition, and the unwillingness of

the Old Bolsheviks to accept change.
But tradition is not a rigid canon nor an 
official manual; it cannot be learned by heart 
nor accepted as gospel; not everything the old 
generation says can be believed merely on its 
word of honor. On the contrary, the tradition 
must, so to speak, be conquered by internal 
travail; it must be worked out by oneself in a 
critical manner, and in that way assimilated.“

The United Opposition maintained that, instead of strength

ening unity, the Stalinist bureaucracy actually fomented 
factionalism. The authority and influence of the apparatus

°Leon Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed: What Is.the Soviet 
Union and Where Is It Going:?, urans. Max Eastman (New York: 
Doubleday, Doran and Co., Inc., 19u5), p. 277.

^Trotsky, The New Course, pp. 103-10U.



hindered the establishment of a spirit of critical inquiry. 

Delegates to conferences and congresses were not the workers' 

representatives because they had been selected by the General 
Secretary. Moreover, intraparty debate practically was 

nullified as members could not deviate from Stalinist orthodoxy. 
Dissenters increasingly became fearful of voicing their 

disapproval of a particular policy. After the formation of 

the United Opposition, punishment for deviation was no longer 

limited to reprehension, but progressed to ostracism from the 

party. Trotsky regarded this development as symptomatic of 

the degeneration of the workers' state. "The privileged 

bureaucracy, fearful of its privileges, and consequently 
completely demoralized, represents...the most anti-democratic 
stratum of Soviet society."1^

Stalin countered Trotsky's demand for intraparty freedom 

and his denouncement of the bureaucracy by promoting criticism 

of dissenters. In addition, the General Secretary alluded to 
the introduction of new members into the party throughout the 
twenties as proof that the Soviet Union, indeed, was advancing 

toward socialism. Ignoring Trotsky's claim that all decisions 

were formulated and executed by the Secretariat, Stalin pointed 
out that the high percentage of votes cast in favor of the

 ̂°Leon Trotsky, "Thermidor and Anti-Semitism,” trans. 
Freddie James, in The Basic Writings of Trotsky, ed. Irving Howe 
(New York: Random House, 1963), p. 209.
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orthodox line reflected the attainment of a genuine workers'* 

democracy. Cleverly utilizing one of Trotsky’s proposals, 

the General Secretary also raised demands for reform of the 

bureaucracy.
The chief thing now is to start a broad tide_ 
of criticism from below against bureaucracy in 
general, against shortcomings in our work in 
particular. Only by organizing twofold pressure—  
from above and from below— and only by shifting 
the principal stress to criticism from below, 
can we count on waging a successful strugg!j.| 
against bureaucracy and on rooting it out.

Stalin issued pleas for reform in order to subvert criticism
and direct it elsewhere. At times in which the party hierarchy

blundered in matters of policy, Stalin’s reprimands of the

apparatus served to protect the ruling caste from faultfinding

by deviationists.
More importantly, Stalin did not deny completely the need 

to balance discipline with freedom, but interpreted the concept 
of democratic centralism differently than Trotsky. He asserted 

that the party should strive to implement a greater participation 

by the rank and file in the decision making process. Moreover, 
intraparty democracy should be utilized to cleanse the Bolsheviks 

of dissenters and opportunists. 11

11 Joseph Stalin, "Organize Mass Criticism From Below,” 
Speech Delivered to the Eighth Congress of the Young Communist 
League, May 16, 1928, in The ivssential Stalim rla.ior ¿nsot g oica-». 
Writings. 1908-19?2, ed. Bruce Franklin (Garden "City, Hew York: 
Anchor Books, 1972), p. 222.
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E cjih xe nos senoKpaTneii nomiMaeTCH 
CBodosa juih napTMHHHX Macc pemaTB 
BonpocM naiaero CTponTejiBCTBa, nosBeu 
aKTHBHOCTH napTiinHMx uacc, BTHrnBanne 
iix b sene pyKOBOscTBa nagTKew, pas-  
BHTHe B HKX UyBCTBa XOGHMHa B napTKii, 
to Taxan seMoxpaTiiH y nac o c t b , ona 
naw HyxHa,. . .
[If under [ th e  termj democracy is meant the 
freedom for the party masses to decide 
questions of our construction, the develop
ment of the activities of the party masses, 
their involvement in the business of leader
ship by the party, the development in them 
of a feeling of sovereignty in the party, 
that kina of democracy we have, we need
it,...12]

In this respect, Stalin emphasized the centralist features of
Lenin’s legacy more than he did the democratic aspect. Discussion

and debate were tolerable provided that they did not lead to some

Bolsheviks attempting to undermine the power of the ruling
elites. The dilemma was heightened by efforts to distinguish

between rather inconsequential differences of opinion in

practical affairs, and major ideological cleavages from Leninism.

One can, and should, agree to any compromise 
with dissenters in the Party on questions of 
current policy, on questions of a purely 
practical nature. But if these questions are 
connected with disagreements based on principle, 
no compromise, no middle line can save the 
situation.  ̂1

^CcBeTCKMH Cok)3 , Ilfl t hsu us. t bi C Be3j KB FI ( E ), 1 :76. 
[Soviet Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), T:76.J

1-^Stalin, Works, 9:ii.



Stalin quickly arrived at the conclusion that any 

disagreement with the ruling caste in terms of policy was also 
reprehensible, Most of the Bolsheviks sincerely attempted to 

utilize the principles of Leninism as a revolutionary guide 

throughout the twenties. In situations that required inter

pretation Stalin gradually came to play a leading role, adroitly 

blurring the distinction between theory and practice. In the 

minds of the functionaries, the principles of Leninism, as 

promulgated by Stalin, were paradigms for behavior for common, 

rather utilitarian life experiences. Therefore, any attempt 

to deviate from communist orthodoxy, in either ideology or 

practical application, was regarded as a subversion of socialism. 
“This argument— that any weakening of Party unity might provoke 

a crisis of which the forces of counterrevolution would take 
advantage — was used time and time again to bring to naught all 
attempts to organize an Opposition.”^

In order to preserve the victory of October, and to 

frustrate the growth of counterrevolutionary forces, Stalin, 
with increasing confidence in his authority, demanded that 

dissenters adhere to Bolshevik orthodoxy. The spectre of 

European nations waging a war of attrition against the Soviet 

Union was sufficient to force some Bolsheviks into acquiescence. 

Moreover, the “Old Guard” was suspicious of the peasant masses.

'Banaine, One Who Survived, p. 16L>.
4 |
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Stalin used these fears to generate the maintenance of unify
as the most desirable virtue of a communist party. Many members

believed that the preservation of intraparty discipline was the

only means of saving the revolution and averting a disaster.
In this context, Stalin continually reiterated that debate was

tolerable, and even necessary prior to the formulation of a

decision. However, the unwillingness of a minority to submit

to the majority v?as construed as factionalism, and an attempt

to subvert the dictatorship of the proletariat.
But after a discussion has been closed, after 
criticism has run its course and a decision 
has been made, unity of will and unity of 
action of all Party members becomes indispen
sable conditions without which Party unity 
and iron discipline in the Party are incon
ceivable.^
As opposition dissent became more voracious throughout 

the twenties Stalin1s attitude hardened. He had claimed formerly 

that Trotsky wras leading a faction or deviation from the 
principles of Leninist orthodoxy, but always had agreed tacitly 

that the struggle was taking place within the confines of the 

same party. But with the formation of the United Opposition, 

Stalin began to infer that Trotsky was attempting to create a 

second party. He applied the slogan of Trotskyism to any movement 

or policy which disagreed with the official party line.

1H''Joseph Stalin, Stalin’s Kampf; Joseph Stalin*s Credo, 
Written By Himself, ed. M. R. Werner (New York: Howell, Soskin 
and Cc., Vsho), pp*. 2U7-2U6.
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.. . , uto onnosHmíH pacxojíHTCH c napiHeñ 
no BC6M BonpocaM, h m 6hho no3TOMy onno- 
3iipHH ecTt rpynna co csoen nee ojio m e n , 
co csoen nporpâMMOn, co csoen TaKTnKoii, 
co CBOMMn opraHnaaunoHHBiMM npnHpnnaMn.
Bee, uto TOJiBKO neodxoenMO een hobom 
napTiin, see oto mzeeTCH y onnoannnn.
C ..., the opposition CUnitedJ has separated 
from the party concerning all questions, 
namely, therefore, the opposition is a group 
with its own ideology, its own program, its 
own tactics, and its own organizational 
principles. The opposition has everything 
that is indispensable for a new party.

The intensification of the succession struggle after 1926 

exacerbated the dilemma concerning the correct interpretation of 
democratic centralism. Stalin increasingly became outspoken in 

denouncing Trotsky for attempting to form a second party and 

abort socialism in the Soviet Union. On the other hand, Trotsky 

and his supporters became more critical of the apparatus, claiming 
that bureaucratic rule would lead to a Theraidorean reaction. 

Stalin sought to blame the United Opposition for provoking a 
crisis within the party. Oppositionists rejected this conclusion 

and continued to denounce the bureaucracy as a malignant appendage 

to Soviet society. In July 1926, some Opposition members 
released a declaration asserting that “The immediate cause of 

all of the sharpening crises in the party is in bureaucratism, 

which has grown amazingly in the period following the death of

CoBeTCKHM COM3, riHTKaimaTH Ci»e3g KBIT ( B) , 1:82. 
[Soviet Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Tarty of the 
Soviet Union (Bolsheviks)t 1:d2."~]
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Lenin and continues to grow.1 11 Publication of such a document 

only served to aggrandize ill feelings within the party. Stalin 
reprimanded the Opposition, and attacked Trotsky through the 

press media. Oppositionists were harassed at cell, division, 
and regional conferences. Their appeals to the cadres usually 

went unheeded, because Stalin's control of the Secretariat 

ensured the appointment of representatives favorable to the 
ruling hierarchy.

Since criticism and harassment did not abate, the Opposition 
was forced to retreat in the autumn. In a statement issued on 

October 16, 1926 Stalin * s antagonists agreed to cease their 

factional activity and to submit to the will of the majority 

in the Central Committee. But they refused to renounce their 

ideological convictions. Trotsky and his supporters had placed 
themselves in a most untenable position with respect to the 

ruling elites. To submit to the dictates of the General Secretary 
would have meant the abandonment of any hope of intraparty 

reorganization. On the other hand, refusal to acquiesce in the 
face of harassment ultimately would mean expulsion from the 
party. In short, Trotsky refused to subnit, and, after a brief 

truce, continued to condemn the policies of the General Secretary.

1 7"The Declaration of the Thirteen," in A Documentary 
History of Communism, with an Introduction, Notes, and New 
Translations by Robert V. Daniels, ed. Robert V. Daniels 
(New Yorki Random House, 1960), p. 280.
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The renewal of the struggle provoked Stalin to further reprisals

against Trotsky, and solidified the notion among the masses that

the Opposition, indeed, was striving to create a second party,

... the activities of the opposition after its 
October pledge showed that it had not fulfilled 
any of the commitments it had made to the Party, 
and instead of diminishing its factional 
activities it has steered toward a direct split 
and the organization of another party

The October pledge by the United Opposition was the last

compromise that Trotsky was to make with Stalin. His critical
stance toward the Soviet bureaucracy remained undaunted, and

finally culminated with his expulsion from the party in November

of 1927.
Trotsky’s attempts to inculcate an attitude of spontaneous 

inquiry and free debate within the party were ordained to fail 

from the beginning. Trotsky always asserted that he was interested 
only in reform, not usurpation of power. However, the former 

Commissar of War was interested in redirecting the energies of the 

party in order to depose the ruling hierarchy. Trotsky argued 

that he did not want to destroy the xmity of the party, but purge 

it of bureaucratic encumbrances. He realized that the indiscrim

inate negation of discipline might frustrate seriously the

18Soviet Union, Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the 
Central. Committee of the C.P.S.U., Against-Trotskvism: The 
Struggle of Lenin and the C.P.S.U. Against Trotskyism— A 
Collection of Locxcnents“(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1972),
p. 2?U 7



construction of a socialist society. «Without a party, apart" 
from a party, over the head of a party, or with a substitute 

for a party, the proletarian revolution cannot conquer.«19 
Trotsky dismissed all criticism that he was striving to create 
a second party as implausible. As a Marxist, he believed that 

any split in party cohesiveness would aid the forces of counter

revolution. "We, the Opposition, unqualifiedly condemn every 

attempt whatsoever to create a second party. Our task is not 
to create a new party, but to correct the course of the All- 
Union Communist Party.

Irotsky*s demands for reform and reorganization of the 
apparatus usually were ignored. Stalin had a virtual monopoly 

of the press media, occupational appointment, and representative 

selection through the Secretariat. Trotsky was unable to appeal 
directly to the masses for support. Moreover, since Stalin also 

issued demands for bureaucratical reorientation and the establish

ment of a workers' democracy, many Bolsheviks felt that Trotsky 

was engaging in ideological hairsplitting. His proposals for 
reorganization often were unpalatable to the rank and file 

because they were not couched in readily understandable phrases.

In truth, however, Trotsky's practical program differed little

19 .
^eon Trotsky, Lesgpns. of October, trans. John G. Wright, 

with an introduction and Explanatory Notes by Maurice Soector 
(New Yor>c; Pioneer Publishers, 1937), p. 99.

20
Trotsky, The Real Situation in Russia, pp. 193-19U.



from Stalin’s. In this respect, many Bolsheviks felt that he

simply was attempting to usurp power.
..., the Opposition were particularly weak 
when it came to concrete proposals for making 
workers’ democracy a reality. On more than 
one occasion they could only repeat the 
recommendations set forth by the apparatus, 
with the feeble contention that they, the 
Opposition, would apply them better or 
more sincerely.

Trotsky seemingly was not aware of the inherent contra

diction in attempting to reform, but still remain an integral 

part of a Marxist party. He hesitated in attacking Stalin 

because of his sworn allegiance to party discipline and unity. 
This vacillating attitude is even more puzzling when one explores 

the possibility of a military coup. As leader of the Red Army, 
Trotsky had many opportunities for initiating such a movement 

throughout the early twenties. His rejection of this proposal 
was in keeping with his determination to establish a party which 

was both democratic and cohesive.
The army and even the GPU would have plumped 
for Trotsky if he had wished; he was always 
being told this. I do not know if there was 
any formal deliberation on the subject among 
the leaders of the Left Opposition, but I do 
know that the question was discussed and it 
was then that Trotsky deliberately refused 
power, cut of respect for an unwritten law 
that forbade any recourse to military mutiny 
within a Socialist regime... 21 *

21 Daniels, Conscience of the Revolution, pp. 229-230.

^Serge, Memoirs of a Revolutionary 1901-19Ì;1, pp. 23U-235•
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Trotsky should have acted expeditiously and officially 

renounced his allegiance to the Bolsheviks. Trotsky's refusal 

to condemn Bolshevik ideological presuppositions engendered 
disastrous results for the Opposition. His reluctance to coun
tenance theoretical revision intensified the debate between 

democracy and unity progressing within himself. The contradictions 

and inconsistencies inherent in a dissenter only willing to 

criticize matters of policy led to Trotsky’s portrayal by the 

apparatus as an illegitimate pretender for Lenin’s robe.- 

Trotsky’s unwillingness to break the strictures imposed by 
Lenin’s organizational doctrines signaled his doom.

The Opposition were lost by their idealization 
of the very evil they proposed to attack under 
another name, and it was in vain that they 
differentiated between the Party on the one 
hand and its organization and leaders on the 
other, without in fact- driving a wedge between 
them. Since the bureaucratic State and the 
bureaucratic Party were inextricably bound 
together and the communist monopoly was declared 
inviolable, the reform of the regime was only 
possible by the slow process of evolution or the 
rapid method of revolution; the Opposition could 
make up their minds neither for one nor for the 
other.^3 23

23Boris Souvarine, Stalin; A Critical Survey of Bolshevism, 
trans. C. L. R. James (n.p.: Alliance Book Corp., 1939; reprint 
ed., New York; Octagon Books, 1972), pp. 3h5-3h6,



CHAPTER V

PERMANENT REVOLUTION OR SOCIALISM IN ONE COUNTRY

As significant as the differing interpretations of 

democratic centralism were in the succession contest, the primary 

ideological cleavage within the party centered around the 

distinction between the concept of permanent revolution and 

the theory of socialism in one country. Trotsky had long been 
known as a brilliant theoretician among party circles. Indeed, 

some Bolsheviks expected that his capacity for theoretical 

formulation would enable him to inherit Lenin's cloak. Moreover, 

even though Stalin's control of the apparatus virtually was 
complete by the time of Lenin's death, he could not expect to 
acquire leadership easily without making a significant contri

bution to communist ideology. His reputation as the leading 

expert on nationality affairs was tenuous. Stalin's lack of 

education and exposure to Western European thought left him at 

a decided disadvantage vis-a-vis the revolutionary intelligentsia. 
In addition to dominating the bureaucracy, Stalin needed to 

establish himself as a competent theoretician in order to 

become the party leader. The theory of socialism in one country 

served Stalin to consolidate his position as Lenin's loyal 

disciple.



As a Marxist, Trotsky always had maintained that Russia

was not capable of building a socialist society without aid
from Western Europe. He believed that the revolutionary
impetus would have to expand beyond Russia in order to mitigate

the power of bourgeois reactionaries. In addition, Trotsky
asserted that the bourgeois-democratic phase of the insurrection

would culminate with the proletarian revolution.

The permanent revolution...means a revolution 
which makes no compromise with any form of class 
rule, which does not stop at the democratic 
stage, which goes over to socialist measures 
and to war against the reaction from without, 
that is, a revolution whose every next stage is 
anchored in the preceding one and which can only 
end in the complete liquidation of all classes 
of society.

Stalin did not disapprove of Trotsky’s supposition that the 

revolution was permanent in the sense that the oourgeois— 
democratic stage was merely a transition period. However, 
Trotsky’s insistence that the socialist revolution could not 

be comoleted within the confines of a single state aroused 

Stalin’s ire. Trotsky felt that the economically backward 

Russian empire would be incapable of repelling the forces of 
counterrevolution. The Russian proletariat must rely on their 

counterparts in Western Europe to continue the revolutionary 

impetus. Russia, then, would no longer be isolated, and 
socialism could be constructed under a European-wide plan. 1

1 Leon Trotsky, The Permanent Revolution, trans. Max 
Shachuman (New Yorki Pioneer Publishers, 1931 )> P« xxxii.
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Moreover, Trotsky sincerely believed that European society was 

prepared to embark upon the path of socialism. In keeping with 

the precepts of Marxism, he also felt that socialism would have 

a more advantageous climate for development in the technically 

advanced West.
The economic features of the doctrine of permanent revo

lution reveal the basis of Trotsky’s assertion that the insur

rection must continue outside of Russia in order to succeed.
In addition to considering the military debacle that might result 

if Russia were surrounded by hostile capitalist nations, Trotsky 
also maintained that the plight of Russia’s economy made the 

construction of socialism in his country impossible. A 
dependence on foreign commerce and manufacturing prevented 
the Bolsheviks from implementing a self-sufficient.economy. 

Moreover, the Russians had neither the technical knowledge nor 

the financial resources to abate economic intercourse with the

West.
The world division of labor, the dependence of 
Soviet industry upon foreign technique, the 
dependence of the productive forces of the 
advanced countries of Europe- on Asiatic raw 
materials, etc., etc. make the construction 
of a socialist society in any single, country 
impossible«^

In addition to economic considerations, Trotsky also
regarded the traditional nation-state as a formidable obstacle

2Ibid., p. 56.
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to the construction of a socialist society. The forces of
revolution would be checked by the economic inadequacies of a

single nation. A world typified by an expanding technology and
improved communications facilitates international interdependence.

Cross-cultural fertilization and the Westernization of the globe

enhanced the possibility of extending the revolution beyond the

confines of any single nation-state. However, the European
proletariat would have to be trained to think and act independently

of their respective national governments. Trotsky hoped that

the workers of Western Europe would be able to lay aside national
considerations, and opt for the establishment of a socialist society

throughout the entire continent.
The completion of the socialist revolution 
within national limits is unthinkable. One of 
the basic reasons for the crisis in bourgeois 
society is the fact that the productive forces 
created by it conflict with the framework of 
the national state.... The socialist revolution 
commences on the national arena, is developed 
further on the inter-state and finally on the 
world arena. Thus, the socialist revolution 
becomes a permanent revolution in a newer and 
broader sense of the wordj it attains completion 
only in the final victory of the new society on 
our entire planet.-3

Most of the Old Bolsheviks, including Stalin, accepted 

the theory of permanent revolution, and applied it to Russian 

society in the immediate post-October period. However, Stalin

"^Ibid., pp.
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>ias astute enough to realize that many Bolsheviks became 

disenchanted with Trotsky's theory after the failure of 

revolutionary efforts in Western Europe. Stalin shared in 
this disillusionment, and by 192U he was championing socialism 

in one country as the legitimate heir of Leninist ideology. 

Stalin's distaste for Western European culture was reflected 

in his emphasis on Russia's potential for constructing socialism. 
He also was aware that many Bolsheviks were beginning to reject 

revolutionary slogans detrimental to the Russian proletariat. 

Nationalism was still a dominant force in European society, and 

many party members were outraged by derogatory references to 

Russian culture.
Revolutionary romanticism gave way under Stalin 
to national self-interest and the conviction 
that backward Russia was not necessarily fore
doomed to stagnation because the European 
proletariat had been seduced by the gaudy 
trappings of capitalist civilization. He 
therefore had a psychological advantage over 
Trotsky, whose theory of permanent or world 
revolution offended national price by suggesting 
that Russia could not by herself achieve a 
Communist society.^

By claiming that Russia, by itself, could implement a 
socialist society Stalin also appealed to the Bolsheviks' desire 

for peace. The party needed time to recover from the wounds 
inflicted by the Civil War. Many Bolsheviks realized that the 

countrv needed a period of international harmony in order to

‘4¥arth, Josenh Stalin, p. 55
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execute economic rejuvenation. Moreover, the debacle of the 

revolutionary effort in Europe had created a profound disen

chantment with any notion of forcefully carrying the insurrection 

beyond Russia. Isolationism became the dominant political 
attitude as most Bolsheviks wished to direct their energies to 

internal affairs. Trotsky's theory of permanent revolution 

seemed to be a dangerous experiment in fomenting change. Most 

party members had no desire to risk their lives for revolutionary 
goals outside of Russia. They were satisfied with the achievements 

of October and hoped to consolidate their gains within the Soviet 

Union.
The rank and file were weary, disillusioned, 
and prone to isolationism. Not for them were 
the sweeping historical prospects Trotsky 
unfolded*. They craved...for a doctrine of 
consolation which would compensate them for . 
the sacrifices they had made and were called 
upon to make,2

In addition to appealing to the emotions of Great Russian 

nationalists, the theory of socialism in one country was also 

intended to arouse a sympathetic response among the Old 

Bolshexr"iks. They rejected the concept of permanent revolution 

because it tended to ignore their sufferings and privations.

Most party members could not accept the idea that their endeavors 

might remain uncompensated if the communist credo did not gain 

acceptance in the West. Stalin was cognizant of this attitude,

-^Deutscher, The Pronhet Unarmed; Trotsky 1921-1929, p. 286.
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and utilised it to generate support for Russia's attempt to 

implement a socialist society. He recognized that the masses 

had to be assured of some measure of success before embarking 
on a program fraught with insecurities and risks. "If there is 
no certainty that the building of socialism can be completed, 

there can be no will to build socialism. Who wants to build 

knowing that he cannot complete what he is building?"^ Thus, 

Stalin's claim that Russia, without aid from the West, could 

establish a socialist society provided meaning and hope for 

the rank and file.
Stalin encountered few serious difficulties in having 

his new theory accepted by the masses. However, in addition to 

Trotsky, other Bolshevik elites were reluctant to adhere to a 
doctrine not espoused previously by Lenin. Indeed, establishing 
socialism in one country as a legitimate aspect of Leninist 

ideology became a perplexing problem for Stalin. He resolved 
the dilemma, in part, by plagiarizing liberally from Leninist 

texts. A comprehensive press campaign against Trotsky and his 

theory of permanent revolution was organized. Furthermore,
Stalin instructed his supporters to engage in ideological debates 

with Trotsky's followers. The distinction between the two 

concepts became mired in meaningless squabbles, and discouraged 

the functionaries from determining the essential components of

'̂ Stalin, Works, 8:293.
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e
each. More positively, the General Secretary bombarded the
communications media with the notion that Lenin actually had

formulated the doctrine of socialism in one country. He claimed

that, as Lenin's first disciple, he only was executing policies

established long before the October Revolution.

Ecjik TpopKMM men na BOCciaHne c oroBopo- 
k o m , cdnMxaiomeH ero c KaueHeBUM h 
3nHOBBeBHM, yTBepscaaH, uto caua no cede 
nponexapcKaH snacTb ne Moacer npencTaBnarb 
nero-nMdo ocodeHHoro, exenu ne nononneT 
CBoeBpeMenno noMOma M3BKe, to JIb h u h, 
naodopoT, men na BOccTamie dea oroBopon, 
yTBepxnan, uto nponexapcKan snacri, b 
namen crpane non-sna nocnyxnTB dason nnn 
Toro, nTodm noMoma nponeTapiiHM npyntx 
CTpan ocBOfioflMTBCH ot ura dypxvasMM.
[If Trotsky went into the insurrection COctoberj 
with reservations, they brought him together 
with Kamenev and Zinoviev in asserting that by 
itself the proletarian power cannot represent 
anything special if help does not arrive 
opportunely from without, but Lenin, conversely, 
went into the insurrection without reservations 
asserting that the proletarian power in our 
country must serve as the basis for aid to the 
proletariat of other countries so that they can 
liberate themselves from the yoke of the 
bourgeoisie.

In order to support his claim that the theory of socialism 
in one country was originated by Lenin, Stalin asserted that the 

law of the uneven development of capitalist nations during the 
period of imperialism enabled a single country to achieve the 

construction of a socialist society. According to Stalin's

OBeTCKHH C0103 , FlflTKajmaTH C-hesn KBIT ( E ) , 1:84. 
LSoviet Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (BolsheviksJ7 1 :(jii/]
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interpretation of this doctrine, economic crises, a shortage of 

raw materials, and the colonization of most of Asia and Africa

would produce voracious competition among imperialist powers.
Moreover, the economic and technological development of capitalist

nations would enable a less advanced country to embark upon a
program of building a socialist society. More importantly,
some Bolsheviks believed that warfare among imperialist powers

would occur over rapidly declining markets arid territories
available for exploitation. Since capitalism would be buffeted
about by an internal malaise, individual nations could achieve

successfully the creation of a new socialist order.
The law of uneven development in the period of 
imperialism means the spasmodic development of 
some countries relative to others, tne rapid 
ousting from the world market of some countries 
by others, periodic redivisions of the already- 
divided world through military conflicts ana 
catastrophic wars, the increasing profundity 
and acuteness of the conflicts in the imper
ialist camps, the weakening of the capitalist 
world front, the possibility of this front 
being breached by the proletariat of individual 
countries, and the possibility of the^victory 
of socialism in individual countries.

In formulating the theory of socialism in one country,

Stalin made a distinction between the possibility of the victory 
of socialism and the probability of the final victory of socialism. 

This difference eventually became the core of Stalinist ideology

®Joseph Stalin, Selected Works (Davis, Calif.: Cardinal 
Publishers, 1971)» p. 220.
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concerning the future direction of the revolutionary process-.' 
The General Secretary insisted that the apparent ambiguity in 

his theory was simply an extension of Leninist doctrine. As a 
result, Stalin indicated that he and Lenin were in agreement 

on ideological questions. Neither man was willing to hinder the 

maturation of the revolutionary movement by becoming encumbered 
with outmoded traditions. Just as Lenin had modified Marx to

meet the demands of changing realities, so Stalin had reinterpreted 

Lenin to deter the fossilization of Bolshevik ideology. In this 
respect, Stalin maintained that the crisis in capitalism ensured 

the possibility of a single nation achieving the creation of a 
socialist society* However, the complete and total victory of 
socialism would be unobtainable until the revolutionary impetus 

had passed to other parts of the globe. The support of the world 
proletariat was necessary before capitalist strictures could be 

removed definitively. The Soviet Union always would be in danger 

as long as it was surrounded by hostile powers. The initiation 
of socialist revolutions throughout the globe would be the only 

effective guarantee against intervention.

While the possibility of the victory of socialism 
in one country means the possibility of resolving 
internal contradictions, which can be completely 
overcome by cne country, the possibility of the 
final yictory of socialism implies the possibility 
of resolving the external contradictions between 
the country of socialism and the capitalist coun
tries; contradictions which can be overcome only 
an the result of a proletarian revolution in 
several countries.

Ŝtalin, Works, 8:278.
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Stalin’s efforts to denigrate Trotsky's theory of permanent

revolution and establish socialism in one country as the official

party doctrine were successful, in part, because the General
Secretary managed to have his own formulation accepted as the

legitimate representative of the Leninist tradition. The cadres

were bombarded by newspaper reports, public speeches, and official

publications that denied the value of Trotsky's theory. Stalin

was able to persuade the rank and file that the idea of permanent

revolution was anti-Leninist. Trotsky’s supposition gradually

was construed as an attempt to revise the teachings of Lenin.

..., [Tp o u k h h ] c«JKTaeT s t j  mhcjib JlemiHa ne- 
npaBHJibHOM h  yTBepxjiaeT, tiro.. ., h o  exenn 
He nosocneer h o m o e i b c o  cropoHH nodeh u b mux 
sanaflHoeBponeScKiix padowxx, t o  6e3Ha,ne;KHO 
flywaTB, h t o  peBOJiroiTHOKHaa P o c c h h  uo xq t 
ycTOHTB nepes jihuom KOHcepBaTiiBHoii EsporiH, 
a k t o  He BepHT b k p h t h k j  TpoiiKoro, t o t  
CTpaja;aeT HaimonajiBHOii opraHHqeHHOCTBio.
[.,,, [Trotsky3 considers the thoughts of Lenin 
incorrect and asserts, that..., if help does 
not arrive from the side of the victorious 
Western European workers, then it is hopeless 
to think that revolutionary Russia can stand 
before the face of conservative Europe, and 
he who does not believe in the criticism of .q 
Trotsky suffers from national narrow-mindedness. J

Furthermore, Stalin succeeded in propagating the notion 
that the theory of permanent revolution was a declaration of 

forlomness and despair. Trotskyism was construed as a denial 1

1 0 COBeTCKMH COK)3, IIht HSflHaT u CBe 3H KBIT ( E) , 1:83. 
[Soviet Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), 1:63.J
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of the gains of the October Revolution, and fomenting a spirit of 

discontent among the masses. Indeed, many Bolsheviks came to 
regard Trotsky as a perpetual pessimist, and an unfair critic of 

Russian culture. They repudiated his somewhat derogatory judgment 

of Russia’s commercial and industrial prowess. Stalin easily 
succeeded in popularizing the notion among party circles that 

Trotsky not only denied the possibility of building socialism 

in a single country, but that he also rejected the process of 

socialization that had been developing in agricultural and 
manufacturing enterprises. Stalin fabricated the idea that 

Trotsky was not dedicated totally to the revolution.

OnnoaMUHH b odnacTH MseojiomqecKOH ot 
pasHorJiacuS TaKTHuecKoro xapaKTepa 
nepeniJia k pasHorjiacunu nporpaMMHoro 
xapaKTepa, peBHsyn sarJiHSH lie hii Ha h 
CKaTIlBUIHCB K nOSHpHH MeHBffleBHSMa.
OrpMuaHMe b o b m osh octh nodesoHocHoro 
CTpoMTejibCTsa couHajmsMa b CGCP h , 
cxteflOBaTejiBHO, OTpmjaHHe couxajmcTHuec- 
Koro xapaKTepa nameM peBOJiromm; OTpxu- 
aHiie couHajiKCTHyecKoro xapaKTepa rocy- 
sapcTBeHHOH npoMumjieHHOCTu; OTpuqaHHe 
counajmcTimecKMx nyxeii pa3bht xh b nepesne 
b ycjiOBHHX npojieTapcKOM flXKTaTypw k 
nojiMTMKM coio3a ripojieTapMaTa c ochobhhm 
MaccaMM KpecTbHHCTBa na dase comiaJiKCTH- 
uecKoro cTpoHTeJiBCTBa; naKOHey, jaKTKqecKoe 
OTpHiyaHne nponexapcKOM xwKTaTypH b CGC P . ..
[In the field of ideology the opposition passed 
from differences of a tactical nature to dif
ferences of a program nattire while revising 
the views of Lenin and sliding to the position 
of the Mensheviks. The denial of the possibil
ity of the victorious construction of socialism 
in the Soviet Union and, consequently, the 
denial of the socialist character of our revolu
tion; the denial of the socialist way of
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development in the countryside in terns of the 
successes of the proletarian dictatorship and 
the political union of the proletariat with the 
great bulk of the peasants on the basis of 
socialist construction; finally, the virtual 
denial of the proletarian dictatorship in the 
Soviet Union. .."^J

In sum, the controversy induced by the disparity between 

permanent revolution and socialism in one country formed the basis 

of the ideological phase of the succession struggle. The fact 

that TrousKy’s theory began losing favor among Bolsheviks after 

192h was symbolic of the direction the revolution was taking. 
Moreover, disillusionment with permanent revolution revealed the 

extent to which Trotsky's prestige and influence had diminished 

since 1917. Stalin succeeded in establishing himself as an 

adequate theoretician within the Leninist tradition. With the 

formulation of socialism in one country, the General Secretary 
obliterated the notion, at least among the masses, that he was 

intellectually bankrupt. He had devised a theory which was 
both popular and easily understood by even the most uneducated 

Bolshevik.
Stalin's formulation gained preeminence over Trotsky's 

because, in part, it appealed to the nationalistic sentiments of 

the masses. The General Secretary had revitalized the Bolsheviks' 

faith in Russian culture. The theory of socialism in one country 

was not designed as an international slogan. Stalin intended to 11

11 Ibid., 2:139$
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utilize the doctrine in order to rejuvenate the masses' belief 

in their own capabilities for achieving a more prosperous 

existence. "It was thus that Stalin became the reviver of Russian 
patriotism, the first leader explicitly to reverse the international 
or anti-national attitude which had dominated the early stages 
of the revolution.” Trotsky, by contrast, had dismissed

casually the lingering significance of nationalism as a dominant 
force in world affairs. His theoretical perspective did not 

countenance any form of nationalist socialism, but was geared 

only to the creation of an international communist order. Thus, 
while being theoretically brilliant, the concept of permanent 

revolution failed to meet the needs of a nation ravaged by civil 

war. Trotsky's doctrine was unable to arouse the necessary 

popular support to ensure its establishment as the qfficiai 

party ideology.
Trotsky...proceeded from a schema of mass social 
forces— bourgeoisie versus proletariat in 
alliance with the poor peasantry— in one country, 
to a universalization of this equation via its 
direct transportation onto a world scale, where 
the international bourgeoisie confronted the 
international proletariat. The simple formula 
permanent revolution effected-this enormous 
jump. All it omitted was the political insti
tution of the nation— that is to say, the whole

12Edward H. Carr, Studies in Revolution, Universal Library 
(London: Macmillan and Co., ~\9b0', reprint ed., New York:
Grosset and Dunlap, 196U ), p. 222.
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formal structure of international relations and 
the system it constitutes.^

In addition to neglecting the importance of the nation-state 
in international affairs, 'Trotsky also failed to comprehend the 

psychological ramifications of Stalin’s theory. The idea of 

permanent revolution quickly lost its appeal among the rank 
and file. With the collapse of revolutions in the West many 

Bolsheviks were no longer interested in centering the focus of 

their attention on Europe. They were disenchanted with the West, 

and sought to consolidate the gains made by the October Revolution. 

Some Bolsheviks also began to question seriously the direction 

and goals of the revolutionary process. The thought of erecting 

a socialist society without waiting for aid from the West revived 

ambitions and prodded the functionaries to greater efforts. Party 
members were fascinated by the change of orientation implied in 

Stalin's doctrine.
Socialism in One Country was more than a slogan 
or even an economic programme: it was a psycho
logical watershed in the history of the revolution.
The party had reached the point where many longed 
for a reconciliation of purpose.... The new 
doctrine helped to restore tj?p sense of mission 
which had been lost in 1921.iu 1

1 ̂ Nicolas Kras so', "Trotsky's Marxism," in Trotsky: The 
Great Debate Renewed, with an Introduction by David Horowitz, 
ed. Nicolas Krasso (St. Louis: New Critics Press, Inc., 1972), 
p. 3U.

^Richard B. Day, Leon Trotsky and the Politics of Economic 
Isolation (Cambridge: Cambridge university Press, 1973), p. 105»
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s
With the acceptance of Stalin's isolationism, the party became 

more concerned with domestic affairs than with fomenting insur

rection abroad. The security and defense of the Communist Party 

of the Soviet Union was paramount to risking war by engaging in 

grandiose adventures in Western Europe.

Lastly, Stalin’s doctrine of socialism in one country 

gained precedence over Trotsky’s theory of permanent- revolution 

because it provided a measure of continuity with NEP. When Lenin 

initiated the retreat into capitalism in 1921 the Bolsheviks 
tacitly agreed to forsake violent, rebellious enterprises for 
less exciting, but also less dangerous activities. The concept of 

permanent revolution was antithetical to the NEP tradition, and 
would have meant the maintenance of a revolutionary spirit in 

Europe. From the Western perspective, Stalin’s ideology was 

preferable to Trotsky's. Soviet isolation and an emphasis on 

domestic affairs lessened the possibility of militant outbursts 

and aggressive clashes. Socialism in one country signaled the 

end of an era of emotional frenzy, and that a period of consoli

dation was needed in order to enable the Bolsheviks to enjoy the 
fruits of October. NEP had provided the party with a respite, 

and they were unwilling to consider a drastic change in the 

program of socialist construction.



CHAPTER VI

ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

The ideological debate engendered by Trotsky’s demands for 

integration and Stalin’s emphasis on isolation had a significant 

influence on Soviet economic enterprises. In addition to 
disagreeing on the direction the revolutionary process was to 

take, the ruling elites differed in assessing the economic needs 
of the Soviet Union, The inauguration of HEP in 1921 had generated 

intense discussions of the party’s social and economic programs.

Many Bolsheviks realized that ending War Communism had been 
necessary in order to stifle popular discontent. Party members 

were assured that- the nation was still progressing on the path 

toward socialism, even though the pace had been slowed consider
ably. However, as the decade progressed, some Bolsheviks became 

highly critical of NEP. They argued that the party vras net 

intent on securing the establishment of a socialist society, 
but was content to maintain a primitive form of state capitalism.

The peasant situation was the central issue in the controversy 

within the ruling hierarchy. The Bolsheviks always had been 
distrustful of the peasantry. This negative attitude was reinforced 

during the twenties as the traditional, conservative habits of the 

agricultural population resisted economic modernization. Moreover,
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party elites had been in a quandry about the appropriate approach

to adopt officially toward the peasantry.

For the party was in truth in a dilemma through
out the whole of the period between the introduc
tion of NEP in 1921 and the collectivization of 
the peasants in 1929— -a dilemma flowing directly 
from the attempt to graft Marx's concepts, 
designed for a proletarian society, upon a society 
which was still largely peasant. Thus, the party 
could either return to the traditional treatment 
of the peasants, in other words, exploit them for 
the advantage of the proletariat, and .thus risk 
another Tomboy rising or Kronstadt revolt; or 
else it could allow the peasants sufficient 
freedom to till the land in peace and to develop 
their resources within a more or less free 
economy, but in such case it ran the risk that 
the peasants would use their economic freedom to 
acquire political influence which might rival the 
monopoly of the party.

The formulation of an official party stance toward the 
peasantry during the middle of the decade became an integral 

aspect of the succession struggle. The debate over the peasant 

question was an extension of the conflict between the proponents 

of permanent revolution and the adherents to socialism in one 

country. The issues involved were a reflection upon an older 

tradition that had opposed Russian Populism to the European 
Enlightenment.

In its sweep and in the dimensions of the 
problems it raised, it revived memories of the 
ideological battle royal which had reached its 
peak before the turn of the century when the 1

1 Leonard Schapiro, The Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
2nd ed. (New York: Random House," 1971 ), pp. 29li-295.
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protagonists of Westernization led by the 
students of Marx had clashed with the Populist 
defenders of Russia’s uniqueness.-

The Bolshevik elites were in disagreement concerning the

relationship of the peasantry to the proletariat during the
period of socialist construction. The Stalinist faction maintained

that the party had acquired power through an alliance of the
proletariat with the poor peasantry. During the October Revolution,

the middle peasants were considered to have retained the essential

trappings of bourgeois society. Therefore, the party was forced

to neutralize this stratum of the peasantry, and strove to form
an alliance with it only after the insurrection had been executed.

Stalin asserted that Trotsky denied the significance of the
peasantry in aiding the proletariat in constructing a socialist
society. In particular, Trotsky was thought to have rejected

the middle peasantry as an ally of the proletariat.

3TKM C3MMM Onn03HIJKH HERO OTKaSHBaeTCH 
OT OCHOBHOFO JIBHHHCKOrO 3aB6Ta o npoq- 
HOM COK)3e C CepeflHHKOM B nepKOfl CTBOH- 
rejiBCTBa copHannsMa. OnnosupnH crpeuxTCH 
TamwTB Hac k 1918 r. , k nepnopy HeiiTpa- 
jiMsapMM cepesHHKa, h tgm so KOKpa 
pasodjia^aer cbokj aHTHJieHHHCKyK) nojiHTHKj. 
riapTKH riponma jtaBHO nepwoa HeRTpajmsapMH 
cepejiHHKa m c 1919 r. ( c V  III c-Besaa 
napTi-in) ocymecTBJiaeT yxe JiosyKr npouHoro 
COK33a C CepejIHHKOM HJIH CTpOHTeJIBCTBa 
counajiMSMa.
CThis same opposition [United 3 clearly repudiates 
the basis of Lenin’s legacy about the firm union

2Alexander Erlich, The Soviet Industrialization Debate 
192b-'i 928 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 196o77 P- xv
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with the middle peasant in the period of 
socialist construction. The opposition strives 
to carry us to 1918, to the period of the 
neutralization of the middle peasant and then 
carries its disclosures of its anti-Leninist 
politics through to the conclusion. The party 
passed long ago to the period of the neutral
ization of the middle peasant and from 1919 
(from the Eighth Congress of the Party) already 
has implemented the slogan of the durable union 
with the middle peasant for the construction of 
socialism.^3

Stalin and Bukharin maintained that, since Russia was

predominately agricultural, the party must gain the support of

the peasantry. The party would not be able to survive concerted
efforts by the peasant masses to overthrow the government. The

proletariat needed the allegiance of the rural population until
it had consolidated firmly the gains of October. In addition,
Bolshevik elites realized that the peasantry would play a

significant role in the transformation of the agricultural
economy to an industrial one.

...be 3 corosa s t k x  KJiaccos,... , mbi He Moxew 
virti/i Bnepe.ru Ees sroro corosa ecTb toj i l k o 
oflMH nyTb nponerapcKOH peBoniouHH— rryTB 
rndit jih .
£••• without the union of these classes £poor 
peasants, middle peasants, and farm laborers.!,..., 
we cannot move forward. Without this union there 
is only one path for the proletarian revolution—  
the path of destruction.

 ̂ CoBeTCKiivi C ok>3, Ek t HagnaTH Cbesfl KBIT ( E ) , 2 :1 2 2 1 -1 2 2 2 . 
LSoviet Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (Bolsheviks!! "2:1221-1222TJ * ' *”"~

^Ibid., 2:1223.
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While striving to unite the poor and middle peasants with 
the proletariat, the ruling hierarchy criticized Trotsky for 

allegedly repudiating the rural masses. Stalin asserted that 
Trotsky was attempting to foment discontent by antagonizing the 
peasantry. Other Bolsheviks claimed that Trotsky denied the

socialist potential of rural Russia. They insisted that Trotsky 
and his supporters rejected permanently the idea that the peasants

could exscind successfully the last vestiges of bourgeois society.

It is said that our peasantry, by its position, 
is not socialist, and, therefore, incapable of 
socialist development. It is true, of course, 
that the peasantry, by its position, is not 
socialist. But this is no argument against the 
development of the peasant farms along the path 
of socialism, once it has been proved that the 
countryside follows the town, and in the towns 
it is socialist industry that holds sway.'’

Stalin claimed that Trotsky "underestimated" the peasantry 
and refused to acknowledge its capacity for success when following

the lead of the proletariat. According to party elites, this 

denial was tantamount to repudiating the dictatorship of the 
proletariat.

Lenin sneaks of the alliance of the proletariat 
and the toiling strata of the peasantry as the 
foundation of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
In Trotsky we find the hostile collision of the 
proletarian vanguard with the broad masses of 
the peasants.0

'’Stalin, Works, 8:85.
^Joseph Stalin, The October Revolution: A Collection of 

Articles and Speeches (hewYork: International Publishers, 1931:), 
p. 102.
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«
Trotsky, then, was accused of establishing a cleavage between 

the party and the rural masses. The ruling hierarchy castigated 
him for allegedly overemphasizing the influence of the kulak in 
the countryside. They believed that he failed to note the 

essential disparities among the peasants. Trotsky was accused 

of blurring the social distinctions between the kulaks and the 

middle peasants. His demands for the expropriation of kulak 
wealth were interpreted as an attempt to wage war against the 

middle and poor stratas as well. Many Bolsheviks feared that 
his pleas for a more stringent tax policy against the kulaks 

would undermine the party’s rather tenuous control of the 
countryside.

However, one should note that by classifying and dividing 
the peasantry into various strata, the Bolsheviks actually were 

engaging in a semantic debate. The assessments of particular 
peasants as to their subdivisions within a class often were 

arbitrary and completely lacking in uniformity. Regional 

variations usually were ignored, and personal animosities were 

sometimes the determining factor in the decision making process. 
Even if the party could describe accurately the kulak segment of 
the population, fine lines of judgment were required to define 

components of the middle and poor peasant subdivisions. However, 
the flaws in the assessment made little difference to Stalin.

His control of the apparatus and the communications media ensured
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that the masses would be bombarded with sinister tales of 

Trotsky1s “underestimation” of the peasantry.

Stalin distorted and vulgarized much of what Trotsky said

in order to make it appear that his antagonist was, indeed, the

avowed enemy of the rural proletariat. However, Trotsky did not

repudiate totally the revolutionary capabilities of the peasantry.

He did not denounce the peasantry for possessing an irreversible

bourgeois mentality. Trotsky recognized the value of the union

of the rural and urban sectors of the economy, and desisted in

stressing the inevitable collision of the party with the peasant
masses. As a Marxist, Trotsky maintained that the peasantry

could not adopt the central position in the revolutionary struggle,
but could aid in the advancement toward socialism by following

the proletarian vanguard.

...the revolutionary role of the peasantry... 
can nevertheless not be an independent role and 
even less a leading one. The peasant follows 
either the worker or the bourgeoisie. This 
means that the democratic dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the peasantry is only conceivable 
as a dictatorship of the proletariat that leads 
the peasant masses behind it. '

To counter Stalin’s claim that he was ”underestimating” the 
peasantry, Trotsky charged that the General Secretary, in turn, was 

misrepresenting the revolutionary aspirations and potentialities 
of the proletariat. In this respect, Trotsky believed that the

7
Trotsky, The Permanent Revolution, pp. 1 £2-153«
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Stalinist faction did not rely sufficiently on the party's 

proletarian allies. Writing as a Marxist, Trotsky believed 
that the workers, under the leadership of the party, would break 

the last fetters of capitalism and guide the rest of the population 
to a socialist utopia. "The essential characteristic of oppor

tunism, including our Russian Menshevism, is the underestimation

of the role of the proletariat, or, more exactly, the lack of
8confidence in its revolutionary strength." Any deviation from 

this theoretical position was considered to be anti-Leninist. 

Therefore, he regarded Stalin's overtures to the peasants as 

totally foreign to an appropriate Bolshevik ideology.
While Trotsky conceded that the proletariat acted in unison 

with the poor peasants during October, and that the party should 

cultivate friendship with the middle peasants, he refused 

categorically to support any overtures toward the kulaks. In 

his estimation, the kulaks were undermining the revolution by 
expanding caoitalistic endeavors in the countryside. They were 
fomenting discontent by contributing to the economic destitution 

of the village poor. By hoarding materials and refusing to sell 

marketable crops, the kulaks also were rendering havoc in the 

Soviet economy. Trotsky felt that the refusal, to expropriate 

kulak holdings meant a vulgarization of NEP. Progress toward 
socialism wold be impaired seriously as long as the kulaks were

O
Trotsky, The New Course,-p. 61u
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allowed to maintain the rudiments of entrepreneurship. Since

most of the Bolsheviks were opposed to the réintroduction of war

communism, Trotsky proposed that the party enact stringent financial

policies in order to prevent the rejuvenation of capitalism. “We

must carry out in deeds a redistribution of the tax-burden among

the classes— loading the Kulak and the Kepman, relieving the
9workers and the poor.“ By equalizing taxes, Trotsky hoped to 

bring about the gradual extinction of disparateness in the 

countryside. Thus, the union between the proletariat and the 
peasantry would be more secure since the party would receive 

acclaim for augmenting prosperity.
Of particular concern to Trotsky was the disparity between 

agricultural and industrial prices. From approximately 1923 the 

price of industrial commodities had increased while the peasant 

lias receiving less for marketable crops. In addition to promoting 

dissatisfaction, the “scissors crisis" threatened to hinder 

economic progress. Peasants were reluctant to sell their products 

at unusually low prices. They resorted to hoarding, black 
marketeering, and even diminishing the acreage under cultivation 

in order to stave off economic ruin. Similarly, emerging 

industries suffered since the mirai masses were unable to purchase 
manufactured products. A decrease in demand discouraged techno

logical modernization and left many urban dwellers unemployed.

9

9Trotsky, The Real Situation jm Russia, p. 92.



The government was determined to check the debacle, but the

crisis proceeded unabated throughout the middle of the decade.

The Stalinist-Bukharin faction was reluctant to seek reprisals
against the kulaks, but Trotsky continued to criticize the
lulling elites for refusing to aid the rural and urban poor.

The scissors, representing the disparity of 
agricultural and industrial prices, have drawn 
still further apart during the last year and a 
half. The peasant received for his product not 
more than one and a quarter times the prewar 
price, and paid for industrial products not less 
than two and two tenths times as much as before 
the war. This overpayment by the peasants, and 
again predominantly by the lower level of the 
peasants constituting in the last year a sum of 
about a billion rubles, not only increases the 
conflict between agriculture and industry, but 
greatly sharpens the class differentiation in 
the country.5'0

In addition to pleading for a readjustment of the tax
program in favor of the rural and urban poor, Trotsky stressed

the need for the gradual introduction of socialist measures
into the economy. He advocated the establishment of some type
of central planning system to organize and supervise the

economic capacities of the nation.
The Gosplan must coordinate, i.e., systematically 
unite and direct all the fundamental factors of 
state economy, bring them into correct relation
ship with national, that is, primarily, with 
peasant economy. Its principal concern must be 
the development of state industry.11 * 1

10Ibid., pp. 29-30.
1 1

Trotsky, The New Course, pp. 8U-85.
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Trotsky asserted that promotion of industrialization should

be the paramount concern of any Marxist party. He was appalled

by the deplorable condition of Soviet industry in the post-Civil
War period. As his opposition to Stalin intensified, he became
more vociferous in demanding the implementation of a planned,

industrial economy. Moreover, Trotsky maintained that the

rationalization of production was necessary in order to catapult
the Soviet Union to a prominent place among the world powers.

Advanced technological methods could be learned from the West,
and the workers should be educated sufficiently in order to

participate in directing the economic enterprises of the nation.
But movement toward socialism is assured only 
when the tempo of development of industry does 
not lag behind the general development of the 
economy, but leads it, systematically bringing 
the country closer to the technical level of 
the advanced capitalist countries.^

Trotsky's demands for economic reform were not limited 
to industrial rationalization. He also was concerned about the 

backward state of Soviet agriculture. Farming methods had not 

improved significantly since the emancipation of the serfs. The 
application of science to technology in terms of agriculture 

had not occurred. Indeed, the condition of rural Russia was 

even more desultory than the climate in urban manufacturing 
centers. Trotsky correctly understood that a long-range goal

"The Declaration of the Thirteen," in A Documentarv 
History of Communism, p. 282. ----^
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of improving educational facilities would be the only effective 

guarantee of matching Western agricultural achievements. However, 
he also felt that the government should have executed more 

immediate directives in order to implement agricultural modern

ization. In addition, Trotsky contended that it was imperative 

to stimulate production. The formulation of trade agreements 

with the West would facilitate the production of grain by 
augmenting demand. Moreover, Soviet industries would benefit 
by receiving the requisite technical equipment needed to embark 

upon a program of social and economic advancement. Thus, Trotsky 

rejected Stalin's program of Soviet autarky and asserted that 

only a policy of integration could avert economic chaos.
The industrial report had already referred to 
Europe's interest in Russian grain. Now the 
plight of heavy industry in the West and Europe's 
struggle for exports were both becoming acute at 
the very moment when the Soviet Union required 
new industrial equipment. Since the needs of the 
two systems were so conveniently complementary 
Trotsky reasoned that Russia could provide 
Europe with a colossal market which could exceed 
that of all the British colonies.13

Trotsky also rejected Stalin's program of Soviet isolation 
because it was concerned primarily with heavy industry. He 
asserted that the government should channel funds into petty 

commodity production in order to promote consumer prosperity.

The rural masses would not be content with limiting growth to

"*̂ Day, Trotsky; Politics of Economic Isolation, p. 129.
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heavy industry. The peasants' demand for consumer goods could 

be met only by increasing the priority of light industry. The 

augmentation of consumer commodities would stimulate agricultural 

production. In addition, the peasantry would cease the hoarding 
of crops, and strive to increase the yield per acre.

Stalin disagreed with Trotsky's program, however, arguing 
that it would render the Soviet Union dependent on Western trade. 

The party could best enhance the growth of socialism by investing 

in domestic engineering enterprises which would produce the 
capital equipment requisite for the development of light industry. 
Trotsky, however, feared that such a program would only beget 

discontent among the masses. He wanted to promote the development 
of consumer goods in order to enhance the reputation of the party 
among the masses and increase prosperity.

The official party line contended that, while the disparity 

between agricultural and industrial prices did exist, social and 

economic grievances were being remedied. The nation was making 
progress toward the construction of a socialist society, and the 
standard of living was improving gradually. The ruling hierarchy 
inculcated the idea among the masses that the Soviet Union 

eventually would surpass the West in terms of technological 

advancement. Furthermore, party conferences and congresses 

reinforced the idea that the last vestiges of capitalism were 

being expunged irrevocably.
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Cxesfl c o c o Shm yfiOBJiaTBopemteu OTMeuaer 
SHaqnTejiBHue ycriexn b sejie xo3HMCTB6HHoro 
CTpoxTejiBCTBa, Koropbie BbipaannHCL b nosBewe 
npoMbimjieHHOCTH, TpaHcnopTa, cejiBCKoro 
xosHKCTsa, b npopecce paciunpeHMH ochobhoto 
KanxTajia, b ycnexax no peKOHCTpyKijiiK 
napojiHoro xosHMCTsa Ha h o b o m, donee bbicokom 
TexHmiecKoii ocHOse m b cucTeuaTimecKOM 
noHxxeHHH y^eJiBHoro Beca u acT ho Karin Tan— 
HCTMqeCKXX 3JieM6HTOB B OCJlueM 3KOHOMMK6 
CTpaHBI.
['The Congress notes with special satisfaction 
the significant successes in the business of 
economic construction, which were expressed in 
the continuous advancement of industry, trans
portation, rural economy, in the process of 
widening the base of capital, and in the success 
of the reconstruction of the national economy 
on a new, higher technical base and in the 
systematic reduction of the specific proportion 
of the private capitalist elements in the 
general economy of the country.

Trotsky was construed as distorting the tremendous 
achievements intr-oduced by the party during its initial decade 

in power. Instead of reprobating agricultural and industrial 
ills, the ruling caste asserted that a loyal Bolshevik should 

concentrate on publicizing the positive accomplishments of 1

1^C0BeTCKKM C ok)3 , AKaneioiH Hayn CCCP, KHCTxryT 
Hpasa, CB63BH C o b s t o b  PC^CP b riocTaHOBxeHXHx n 
PeSOJlKUUIHX, CCopHHK jj.0 KyMG HTO B C BOJIHHM G TST j H MH X 
ripeniicno b h en , CocTaBiiTenen. iTon Odmeiu PenaKiieii 
AnafleuMKa A. fl, BbiniKHCKoro. (Mo c k b b : MayaTejiBCTBO 
BenoMOCTeii Bepxnoro Cosexa PC$GP, 1939), c. 34-1.
CSoviet Union, Academy of Sciences of the' Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Institute of Law, Congresses of the Soviets of the 
Russian Soviet Federative Republic in Decrees and Resolutions,
A Collection of Locumsnts with Articles and a Foreword. Compiled 
Under *-*he General ruuivorsnip oi the Academician A. A. Vishinskovo. 
(Moscow; Publishing House of the Administration of the Upper 
Soviet of the Russian Socialist Federative Republic, 1939),
p. 3li1.3
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Soviet rule* Since the party was unwilling to countenance 

criticism in the realm of economic endeavors, every effort was 
made to silence dissenters who repudiated official policy.

In the autumn of 1927 Stalin, attempting to display his
concern for the physical and psychological well-being of the

proletariat, and to publicize the economic benefits bestowed by

Soviet rule, announced the introduction of a shorter working day.

B HHTepecax noBHnieHHH MaTepnajibHO-icyjiB- 
TypHoro ypoBHH s h 3hh npojieTaDHaTa, a 
TaK2e B HHTepecax pamioHajiHaaHHH npona- 
BOflCTBeHHoro npopecca nap Tun npoBoarjiacnna 
nocTeneH„MS nepexoa k ee«KsaooBou, pa?oue£y 

x i!Hra’ npM ^ ajiBHenraeM noBHmeHHH xiianeKHoro 
ypoBHH pabouero KJiacca, nro hbjih6tch " 
npHHHHnHajibHHM OTJixtmeM Harnnx ueTonoB 
pamroHajiKaaHHii o t  aeTCios KarniTajKisMa, 

PaUMOHaJliI3ayi^  nacbopoT, conpoEOx- flaeicn noHiaeKHeu XHaHenHoro ypoBHH Macc 
h ywinHenneM pabonero Bh h .
LIri the interests of uplifting the material-
• standards of the proletariat, and,an addition, m  the interests of the rationali
ty / i L 0,! nth! Productive Process the party proclaims the gradual transference to the seven hour working

ii6 fu7 her uplifting of the living stan- dards oz the working class, which is the principal 
ifference beuween our methods of rationalization 

and the methods of capitalism in which rationali
zation, conversely, accompanies the lowering of the 
.iving standards of the masses and the prolongation 
of the working day. I:>J

9

1̂ OBeTCKHx Coma, JInpeKTiiBbi KT7CC » nn-=om̂ T,̂ rn
n E a ^ e n b c z ^ j L o  Xoa h S c t b s h h h  v 7nnr,n, ° , SZOHM, Tòu 1, 1917-1513"'roHH , Coc^aBii~erT -R- ~T ;̂

(Soviet Union, Directives of the Communist Party of the Soviet
1 on economic Cuestions 1917-V/77, volume 1 191 7-T92ci5^ramilaa^y-3T™3ri^IT3^rd- ‘^— ~ h  "v 

TMoscow: State Publishing House of. Political'lùeSiu?;, bòi )°b°



The announcement was intended to increase popular support for 

the Stalinist regime in its struggle with the United Opposition. 

Stalin was aware that limiting the working day to seven hours 
was an unrealistic measure for the Soviet economic system.

However, the proclamation prompted favorable comments from other 

nations, and propagated the notion that the party was interested 
genuinely in improving the living standards of the masses. The 

General Secretary was astute enough to realize that the pronounce

ment could be rescinded if conditions would dictate such a maneuver.
In addition to seeking mass support and a favorable inter

national reaction, Stalin also hoped to provoke Trotsky into 

opposition against the introduction of the seven hour working 
day. In fact, the United Opposition demanded that the government 

force the proletariat to spend additional hours at.the factory. 

Trotsky maintained that the workers would have to endure numerous 
hardships in order to strengthen the industrial capacity of the 

nation. He felt that the proletariat would have to sacrifice 
more time to economic modernization in order to improve the 

standard of living in the country. The party should have lengthened 
the working day instead of attempting to shorten it. Trotsky's 

decision to vote against the enactment of the measure only 

served to inflame ill feelings among members of the Central 

Committee. Stalin utilized Trotsky's dissension to good advantage 

by inculcating the notion among the rank and file that the United

82
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Opposition repudiated any efforts by the party to upgrade

living conditions in the country.
But the most striking indication of the opposi
tion’s opportunist degeneration, the most 
striking sign of the opposition’s bankruptcy 
and fall, vas its vote against the Manifesto 
of the U.S.S.R. The opposition is against the 
introduction of a seven hour working day.10

In sum, the economic phase of the contest between Stalin 

and Trotsky involved, to a great extent, an absence of theoretical 

debate, and a reliance on specific programs to meet the needs of 

political expediency. Sven though Trotsky’s formulations were 
often brilliant, they could not compete with Stalin's well- 

developed economic and political proposals, Trotsky's assertion 

that the party should distribute the tax burden in favor of the 

rural and urban poor rarely reached the public. Stalin's 
dominance of the apparatus made it almost impossible for the 

United Opposition to appeal directly to the masses. Moreover, 
Stalin claimed that Trotsky was attempting to incite class 

warfare in the countryside by repudiating the middle peasants.
The Stalinist faction continually publicized the notion that 
Trotsky "underestimated'' the revolutionary potential of the 

rural proletariat.
From 1921 to 1928 Stalin was aware that the kulak was 

rejuvenating rudimentary forms of capitalism. However, he was

^°Stalin, Works, 10:201.



reluctant to expropriate kulak holdings for fear of antagonizing 

the right wing of the party. He preferred to leave his plans 

for the collectivization of agriculture in abeyance until he 

had defeated the United Opposition. Stalin’s pronouncements 
against expropriating the kulak were intended to solidify his 

alliance with Bukharin, and ensure the isolation of the United 

Opposition. The General Secretary was willing to countenance 

almost any proposal, realizing that programs could be reoriented 

in the future.
Stalin and Trotsky did not disagree, to any great extent, 

over the eventual socialization of Russia, but as to how this 
goal would be accomplished. In word if not in deed, Trotsky’s 

platform for the United Opposition stressed the development of 

petty commodity production in order to placate the-masses.

Stalin, however, in keeping with his proposal for Soviet autarky, 

accorded priority to the erection of heavy industry.

From the perspective of the Soviet economy of the twenties, 

Stalin’s emphasis on heavy industry was more practical than 

Trotsky’s demand for consumer goods manufacturing. The Soviet 
Union could not take the risk of relying indefinitely on foreign 
industry and international trade. In order for the country to 

achieve some measure of economic security, the government would 

have to concentrate eventually on improving the means of production. 
Trotsky’s proposal for generating prosperity and alleviating the

Qh
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"scissors crisis" simply by increasing industrial consumption 

was unrealistic. The Soviet Union could not hope to embark upon 

a consumer oriented program until the productive processes had 
been modernized. Stalin appreciated the Tact that this development 

would have to occur quickly if the country wanted to acquire 

great power status.
Lastly, Trotsky*s demand that the ruling hierarchy enact 

stringent tax measures against the kulak was sheer folly. Stalin 

needed the support of the Bukharin faction in order to defeat 
Trotsky's Opposition. He could not risk alienating the Rightists 

until the former Commissar of War had been trounced. The General 

Secretary did not want to be caught in the middle, but preferred 
to play one side against the other until he had consolidated 

power. In addition, Stalin had not acquired sufficient authority 

to force the rank and file to adopt a policy they were reluctant 

to pursue. Only when he was alone at the top could measures be 

implemented in order to expropriate the kulak. Without the 

General Secretary to lead them, many Bolsheviks were hesitant 
about waging class warfare in the countryside.



CHAPTER H I

STALIN, TROTSKY, AND CHIANG KAI-SHEK

Soviet intervention in Chinese domestic affairs became a 

critical aspect of the succession contest during 1926 and 1927.

The Bolsheviks had long been interested in fomenting an insur

rection in China. With the failure of revolutionary movements 
in Europe, the party turned toward Asia as an area in which 
discontent could be developed successfully. Lenin had inaugurated 
the initial contacts with the Chinese. Following his death, 

party elites maintained an interest in liberating China from 
the dominance of imperialist powers. The Bolsheviks hoped that 

the fomenting of a national revolution would germinate conditions 

culminating in a socialist rebellion. Relations with China 

proceeded smoothly through Sun Yat-sen. His death in 1926, 

however, inaugurated a new era in Chinese history, and forced 

adjustments in Soviet foreign policy. Sun Yat-sen's successor, 

Chiang Kai-shek, proved less tractable to Soviet influence, and 
effectively prevented the Chinese Communists from dominating the 
Kuomintang. Stalin's amicable relationship with Chiang aroused 

Trotsky's ire, and provoked a heated argument within party 
circles over the direction of the revolutionary effort in China. 

Events in Asia quickly acquired a subordinate status to the



87

debate among the Bolsheviks concerning matters of ideological

interpretation and official policy formulation.

..., China policy became involved in the struggle 
which gradually split the Bolsheviks into 
opposing factions. It thus became a domestic 
issue even more unrelated to actual changes on 
the Chinese scene, which sank into the far back
ground.1

Trotsky's criticism of party policy centered around the 

maintenance of a firm alliance with the Kuomintang. The Stalinist 

faction considered communist participation in the Kuomintang 

indispensable for the rousing of a national revolution. The 

ruling hierarchy wanted to restore China's control over its own 

destiny by diminishing the power and influence of imperialist 

nations. In order to accomplish this objective the party 
hierarchy decreed that the Chinese Communists had to unite with 

the peasants and the bourgeoisie in order to subvert foreign 
influence. In addition to repudiating imperialist countries, 
the party, according to both Stalin and Trotsky, hoped to abolish 

feudalism and augment the growth of capitalism. The emergence of 

capitalism would engender the realignment of the traditional 
social forces, and prepare the way for the socialist revolution. 

However, the proletarian revolution was considered to be a 
long-range goal attainable only after the development of a strong

^Conrad Brandt, Stalin's Failure in China 192U-1927 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 195o), p. 79.
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communist party independent of the Kuomintang. Of particular 

significance for the period from 1925 to 1926 was the emphasis 

on the destruction of feudalism and the removal of European 
authority under the guise of the national revolution.

Trotsky, however, disagreed with the ruling elites in
their analysis of the Chinese situation. He argued that the

Kuomintang, under the leadership of Chiang Kai-shek, had become
a conservative, nationalistic organization. The party hierarchy
had committed a blunder in demanding that the Chinese Communists

subordinate themselves to Kuomintang leadership. Trotsky did

not object to the Chinese Communists working within the Kuomintang
so long as they preserved an independent stance, and tried to

persuade other members to accept Marxism. Trotsky feared that

Stalin was injuring the Chinese Communists by refusing to consent

to the implementation of an autonomous role within the Kuomintang.
I can accept remaining within the really 
revolutionary Kuo Min Tang f sic 1 only under 
the condition of complete political and 
organizational freedom of action of the 
Communist Party with a guaranteed, common 
basis for actions cf the Kuo Min Tang f sic ] 
together with the Communist Party.^

Trotsky's criticism of Bolshevik support for Chiang Kai-shek 
was intensified during the first half of 1926. However, his

9

2Leon Trotsky, Problems of the Chinese Revolution, trans. 
and with a foreword by Max Shachtman, Appendices by Zinoviev, 
Vuyovitch, Nassonov, and others (New York: n.p., 1931; reprint 
ed,, Ann Arbor Paperbacks for the Stud;/ of Communism and Marxism, 
Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 196?), p. 89.
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dissenting comments were usually ignored as Chiang was successful 

in attempting to bring the whole of China under his jurisdiction. 

The Chinese Communists were instructed to aid Chiang in his 

endeavors. Events seemed to be proceeding smoothly until Chiang 

turned against them and purged a number of them from high 
political and military posts. They were unprepared for the attack, 
and were unable to deter changes in the Kuomintang high command. 

Trotsky proclaimed vociferously that Stalin had been responsible 
for the purge by refusing to permit the Chinese Communists any 

freedom of action.

Trotsky's renunciation of Stalin's policy concerning 
China prevented the General Secretary, in part, from denouncing 

Chiang and breaking with the Kuomintang. Any repudiation of 

Chiang would be regarded as a victory for Trotsky among party 

circles. Stalin could not dissolve the alliance with the 

Kuomintang until Trotsky had been eliminated. Moreover, Stalin 

maintained that the nature of the Chinese revolution prevented 
communist secession from the organization. Stalin was forced 
to modify this approach in 192? as Chiang, marching north, 
paused to conquer Shanghai, and in doing so decimated the 

Chinese Communists in a bloody coup. They did not expect the 

attack, and were unable to organize a defense against the 
Nationalist onslaught. Trotsky denounced Stalin for failing to 

wam the Communists of the impending coup. Stalin countered
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by stating that, in the future, the Chinese Communists were to

ally with the Left Kuomintang. They were to unite with the

most militant section of the Nationalist organization, and work

with it for the enactment of the bourgeois revolution. Trotsky

refused to countenance such a decision claiming that the

Communists had been compromised.
We have seen that in spite of three years of 
mistakes the situation could still have oeen 
saved in Shanghai by receiving Chiang Kai-shek 
not as a liberator but as a mortal foe.
Moreover, even after the Shanghai coup d* etat 
the Communists could still have strengthened 
themselves in the provinces. But they were 
ordered to submit themselves to the Left 
Kuo Min Tang f sic 3.

With events proceeding unfavorably throughout 1926 and

the first half of 1927, the government intensified its fulmin-
ations against the imperialist nations for breeding strife among

the Chinese masses. The ruling caste needed a scapegoat in

order to divert the attention of the functionaries away from

Chiang*s activities. Imperialists were blamed for inciting
violence, and the party issued fresh calls for allegiance with

oppressed peoples in order to diminish foreign influence.
Ci-e sji  c K e r o n o s a H n e M  KOHCTBTxpyeT n e -  
flonycTMMyio p o ji b ,  BSHTyro n a c e d n  n p e ji-
CTBBHTeJIHMH HMnepxaJIHCTHU eCKHX s e p x a B
b  a K T a x  nacKJiHH x n o r p o u a  b iieKHHe vl 
llianxae. C > e 3£ c  ynoBJieTBopemieM o x u e q a e T ,
UTO, HeCMOTpH KB HBrJiyiO IipO BBKBUXK) B

3Ibid., p. 283.

A
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IleKHHe, npaBMTejibCTBO nponsm io gcio 
HeOdxOflHMyiO TBepSOCTB JUIH T o r o , qTOdM 
He aaTb BparaM cop saT B  c e n o  Mwpa h o d e c -  
neuHTb Tew caiibiM npoBefieHiie b x h s h b  h o jih -  
THKa Mnpa. C'ies.n, He c o u H e sa e T C H , qro o r a  
nojniTHKa Miipa, nposHMan C o b b t c k h m  n p a B -  
HTejibCTBOM, eme dojiee aanpenKT y a u  npyxdu  
uejKfly HapoflaMM Coroaa COP h K a r a n .  Ci>e3£ 
ropnqo n p a B e r c T B y e r  TpyaHmiiecH u a c c u  
K a ra n  b ax  r e p o a a e cK O a  d o p td e aa odr>eji- 
aneHae K a ra n  a ocBOdoxnenae e r o  or a r a  
aunepaajiacTOB a u a jia r a p a c r o B .
[The Congress indignantly states that the role 
is intolerable which the representatives of the 
imperialist powers have taken upon themselves 
in the acts of violence and in the pogroms in 
Peking and Shanghai. The Congress notes with 
satisfaction that in spite of the blatant 
provocation in Peking, the government displayed 
an indispensable steadfastness in order not to 
let the enemy frustrate the business of peace 
and to ensure there the putting into practice 
of the policies of peace. The Congress does 
not doubt that this peace policy, pursued by 
the Soviet government, secures the bonds of 
friendship between the peoples of the Soviet 
Union and China. The Congress ardently hails 
the working masses of China in their heroic 
struggle for the unification of China and the 
liberation of it from the yoke of the imper
ialists and militarists. T̂

Gradually, however, Stalin was forced to adopt a less

conciliatory policy toward Chiang Kai-shek. Nationalist successes 
and communist reverses throughout 1926 and 1927 indicated that 
Stalin was unable to gain control of Chiang’s organization 
through internal subversion. The United Opposition continued 

to castigate the Stalinist hierarchy for aiding the national 
bourgeoisie. Trotsky berated all endeavors to maintain amicable

^CoBercKMM C o m 3 , Cb.e3iui CoBeTOB P C S C P , c .  3 4 1 .
[Soviet Union, Congresses of the Soviets of the Russian Socialist 
Federative Republic, p.' 3Ul
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relations with Chiang. Under pressure from the Opposition, and 

with new setbacks in China, Stalin, in 1927, announced that 

changes in the course of the revolution had dictated a shift 

in policy.
... the policy of preserving the unity of the 
Kuomintang, the policy of isolating the Rights 
within the Kuomintang and utilizing them for 
the purposes of the revolution, no longer 
accords with the new tasks of the revolution.
It must be replaced by a policy of resolutely 
fighting the Rights until they are completely 
eliminated politically, a policy of concen
trating all power in the country in the hands 
of a revolutionary Kuomintang, a Kuomintang 
without its Right elements, a Kuomintang that 
is a bloc between the Kuomintang lefts and the 
Communists.-'’

Stalin did not repudiate completely the Kuomintang until 

the fall of 1927. Trotsky's expulsion from the party assured 

the General Secretary that the party could pursue any program 

it wished without encountering irksome criticism from dissenting 

groups. Trotsky’s dismissal permitted Stalin to attack the 

Nationalists without having to acknowledge the value of Trotsky’s 

proposals. Stalin hoped to inflict a crippling blow on the 
Kuomintang before the Fifteenth Congress. However, the Canton 
Commune was a complete debacle for the Chinese Communists. 
Consequently, the Fifteenth Congress ended without any mention 

of the Chinese fiasco.

^Joseph Stalin, "Notes on Contemporary Themes: China,” 
Article in Pravda, July 28, 1927, in The Essential Stalin, p. 202.
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A second source of contention between Stalin and Trotsky 

concerned the question of the formation of soviets in China.
The period in which Trotsky initiated his demand for the estab

lishment of soviets is a subject of considerable debate.

In various works and polemics written after his deportation 
from the Soviet Union, Trotsky evaded the issue. However, 

one reasonably can state that Trotsky unabashedly criticized 

Stalin for not organizing soviets after the Shanghai massacre. 
Trotsky believed that the formation of soviets would enable the 
communists to control events in order to implement a socialist 

revolution. Stalin did not disagree with Trotsky’s analysis 

that soviets would need to be organized, but maintained that 

events in 1926 and 1927 were not propitious for such a movement. 

Stalin and Trotsky had differing views of the revolutionary 
situation in China. Trotsky wanted to prod history as the 

Bolsheviks had done, and enact the socialist revolution. Stalin, 
on the other hand, would agree to the creation of soviets only 

after the bourgeois revolution had been consummated.

When the moment of the complete victory of the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution approaches, and 
when in the course of the bourgeois revolution 
the paths of transition to the proletarian 
revolution become clear, the time will have 
arrived when it is necessary to set up Soviets 
of workers’, peasants’, and soldiers’ deputies, 
as elements of a dual power, as organs of a 
new power, Soviet power. When that time comes 
the Communists must replace the bloc within the 
Kuomintang, and the Communist Party must become 
the sole leader of the new revolution in China.



To propose now, as Trotsky and Zinoviev rin 
immediate formation of Soviets of workers' ’

represents

be to discourage the evolutional m o v e m E ^  J  

Ih addition to disagreeing with Trotsky about the nature 
=f the Chinese Revolution, Stalin also refused to countenance 

the imediate organisation of soviets because they night disrupt 
the Kuomintang. The General Secretary did not want to establish 
rival power centers. The uneducated masses would be confused 

as to which institution was leading the insurrection. Loyalties 
would tend to oscillate and any hesitation might impede the 

revolutionary process. Moreover, Stalin contended that Trotsky's 
demand for the imediate formation of soviets was an attempt to 
skip some essential stages of the revolution. The General 

Secretary did not want the leadership to advance without the 

support of the masses. Unless the people were trained properly 
to accept soviets, the revolution might fail from lack of 
popular assistance.

started, ^  °f tne that had already

Stalin, Works. 9 :3 1 5 , 
7
Ibid., 10:29,



However, the question of soviets, in fact, was incidental to 

events in China. Stalin hardly could have been expected to 
countenance such a move until Trotsky had been expelled from 

the party. When soviets were finally implemented in the-late 
autumn of 1927, they failed to function as the revolutionary 
spark intended by the ruling caste.

One only can speculate whether or not the course of 

Sino-Soviet relations, and Bolshevik endeavors to foment 

revolution in China, would have been different if Trotsky had 

controlled the party instead of Stalin. Stalin might have 

avoided some bloody defeats for the Chinese Communists if he 

had followed Trotsky's directives. However, there is no 
evidence to indicate that the revolution might have been 

successful if only the ruling hierarchy would have repudiated 

the Kuomintang and established soviets in 1926. Disagreement 

exists as to when exactly Trotsky began to advocate a policy 

change with respect to the Chinese situation. Trotsky himself 
claimed that "Since 192$, I had demanded the withdrawal of the 
communists from the Kuomintang."® However, Trotsky did not 

criticize vociferously the Chinese situation until after the 

Shanghai massacre. "He almost ignored the revolution in China 

till it was about to flounder, till even with less than

^Trotsky, My Life, p. $29.
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prophetic vision one could see disaster a p p r o a c h i n g . I n  
effect, Trotsky's understanding of the Chinese situation was 

no better than his opponent's. Both men were unwilling to 
become well-acquainted with Chinese culture in order to appre

ciate the needs and problems of the people. Trotsky, in 

particular, was uninterested in events in Asia until he realized 
that they could be used to attack Stalin.

Stalin was wedded to Chi an g throughout 1926 arid 1927 

even though he eventually repudiated the alliance after Trotsky's 
expulsion from the party. As long as Trotsky was free to 

.criticize and denounce, Stalin had little choice but to treat 
Chiang as a loyal ally. To have acted otherwise would have 

been an indication that Trotsky was correct. One hardly can 

expect that Stalin would have condescended and magnanimously 
permitted Trotsky to implement his own program. The magnitude 

of the conflict for power frustrated the enactment of any 
measure of compromise from either side.

Finally, the question remains what Trotsky and his 

followers expected to achieve from the bankruptcy of Stalin's 

Chinese policy. Trotsky's criticisms only served to infuriate 
the General Secretary. Since Stalin had total control of the 
apparatus, Trotsky had little chance of propagating his own 

views. Moreover, Stalin was able to prevent the publication of

o'Brandt, Stalin's Failure in China 192U-1927, p. ix.

9
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the events surrounding the Chinese debacle by his dominance of 

the communications media. Stalin's failure proved to be 

personally embarrassing, but his position of preeminence in 
the party was never in doubt. To think that Stalin might 

acquiesce and agree to share power with anyone, as Trotsky and 

Zinoviev did, was a grand illusion. Trotsky's misunderstanding 
of the nature of Stalin's personality was probably the most 

lamentable feature of his struggle for political survival.



e

BRITAIN AND THE WAR SCARE

In addition to the Chinese question, British-Soviet 

relations from 1925 to 1928 also exacerbated the struggle between 

Stalin and Trotsky. On May 1b, 1925, after preliminary discussion 
by the British and Soviet trade union delegations, the Anglo- 
Russian Trade Union Unity Committee was launched officially, 

ihe Committee was to promote international trade union cooper
ation, and advance the cause of socialism. The Bolsheviks 

regarded Britain as the foremost imperialist power and, therefore, 
So a prominent threat to the Soviet Union. They also believed 

that Britain was ripe for revolutionary agitation. Labor unrest 
had mounted throughout 1925, and the situation became critical 

in the first half of 1926. In May the resolution for a strike 

was passed by the General Council of the Trade Union Congresses. 
With the commencement of labor agitation, the Bolsheviks 

nurtured hopes that socialism was germinating in Britain. But 
such expectations quickly vanished as the General Strike was 
terminated without bringing socialism to Britain. Trotsky 

claimed that the General Council was responsible for ending the 

Strike at a time when the workers were politically conscious 
and prepared for militancy.

CHAPTER VIII
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After the criminal calling off of the general 
strike by the General Council... the Opposition 
in the CPSU demanded an immediate break with 
the General Council so as to make easier and 
accelerate the liberation of the proletarian 
vanguard from the influence of the traitors.
The majority of the CC opposed to this their 
viewpoint that the retention of the Anglo- 
Russian Committee was allegedly required in the 
interests of our revolutionary influence on the 
Bhglish proletariat, despite the counterrevolu-

Trotsky contended that the party should sever relations 

with the Anglo-Russian Committee as the General Cornell had 
aborted the revolutionary spirit and deceived the -workers. The 

United Opposition regarded the Committee as a temporary alliance 

with British Labourites to advance the growth of socialism. 

Bolsheviks were to influence the Committee in favor of radicalism 

and purge it of conservative elements. The decline of labor 

unrest generated the notion among Oppositionists that the 

General Council had betrayed the proletariat. Furthermore, the 

failure of the General Strike was embarrassing politically for 
the party. The United Opposition felt that a continuation of 

the bloc with the Labourites would diminish the prestige of the 

Soviet Union in the eyes of the world proletariat.
Nevertheless, Stalin refused to terminate relations with 

the Committee, Even though the General Strike had failed, the

 ̂Leon Trotsky, Leon Trotsky on Britain, with an Introduction 
by George Novack (New York: Monad Press, distributed by 
Pathfinder Press, Inc., 1973), p. 267.

Council during
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ruling hierarchy still regarded the Committee as a vital agent

in the process of fomenting revolution in the British Empire.

The Anglo-Russian Committee was looked upon not 
as an episodic bloc at the tops which would have 
to be broken and which would inevitably and 
demonstratively be broken at the very first serious 
test in order to compromise the General Council.
No, not only Stalin, Bukharin, Tomsky, and others, 
but also Zinoviev saw in it a long-lasting copart
nership— an instrument for the systematic revolu- 
tionization of the English working masses, and if 
not the gate, at least an approach to the gate 
through which would stride the revolution of the 
English proletariat.

The Stalinist faction also asserted that the Committee 

was organized for the purpose of infiltrating the British 

trade unions and purging them of conservative members. Commu
nists were to retain some measure of independence and freedom of 

action in order to criticize unfavorable policies. Lastly, 

since the Bolsheviks still regarded Britain as the foremost 

threat to communist security, the Committee was to deter 
capitalist intervention directed against the Soviet Union. 

Stalin’s policy of isolation advocated the utilization of 
socialist parties to protect the Soviet Union from any form of 
aggression. The General Secretary cared nothing for the ideo

logical accuracy of the bloc with the British trade unions, 

but sought to safeguard the socialist fatherland.

Stalin regarded Trotsky’s demand to terminate the Anglo-

2Ibid., p. 300.
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Russian Committee as an attempt to delete some essential stages 

in the revolutionary process. Within the circumstances, the 

General Secretary did not think that it was feasible to push or 
prod history. The British trade unions provided contact with 

the working masses that would not otherwise be available to 

the communists. Even though the trade unions were often led 

by reactionaries, the alliance must be maintained in order to 

gain the opportunity to develop revolutionary consciousness 

among the masses.
Everyone knows that the majority of the trade 
unions in the Wrest are reactionary, but that is 
not the point at all. The point is that these 
unions are mass unions. The point is that through 
these trade unions it is possible to gain access 
to the masses. Care must be taken, however, that 
such agreements do not restrict, do not limit the 
freedom of Communists to conduct revolutionary 
agitation and propaganda, that such agreements 
help to disintegrate the ranks of the reformists 
and to revolutionize the masses of the workers 
who still follow the reactionary leaders. On 
these conditions, temporary agreements with 
reactionary trade unions are not only permissable 
but sometimes positively essential.'*

Since the General Strike had failed, Trotsky argued that 

the program of the British Communist Party was erroneous. 
Moreover, the Bolsheviks had entered into an agreement that, 

instead of augmenting, actually impeded the growth of socialism 

in Britain. Efforts to spark a revolution had failed because of 
inadequate leadership and deviations from Marxist-Leninist

^Stalin, Works, 10:U1.



ideology. The Soviet Union should be concerned less with its 

own defense, and more interested in the establishment of 

socialism throughout the world. Stalin, however, disagreed with 

Trotsky's evaluation of the British debacle. He explained the 

decline of the revolutionary spirit in terms of social forces.
The workers had not been educated properly to embark on the path 

of socialism. Conservative leadership and insufficient class 
consciousness resisted effectively the emergence of radicalism.

As in China, the Bolsheviks had not succeeded in rousing support 
for the official party doctrine. The masses simply were unprepared 

for an insurrection.

Was the policy of the British Communist Party 
correct during the general strike in Britain?
Yes, it was. Why, then, did it not win the 
following of the millions of workers on strike?
Because those masses were not yet convinced of , 
the correctness of the Communist Party's policy.^

Stalin upheld the Anglo-Russian Committee throughout 1926 

claiming that abortion would hinder the possibility of contact 
with the proletariat. However, the British government became 

critical of the Committee as an unhealthy influence on the 
working masses. Relations between Britain and the Soviet Union 

became strained as each side castigated the other for making 

allegedly aggressive threats. Finally, the British government 

severed diplomatic ties with the Soviet Union in 192?. It

^Ibid., 6:212.
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believed that the Soviet government had been conspiring against

the state, and had interfered illegally in domestic affairs.

Although an unfortunate event for his country, Trotsky regarded

the break as a splendid opportunity in his struggle -with Stalin.
He renewed his campaign against the General Secretary, claiming

that the abolishment of the Anglo-Russian Committee in 1926

•would have prevented the embarrassment of 1927.
We did not break with the General Council after 
it had betrayed the general strike and had aroused 
against itself the extreme exasperation of millions 
of English workers. We did not break with it -under 
conditions already less favorable to us, alter it 
had broken the coalminers’ strike, together with 
the priests of the bourgeoisie. Nor did we break 
with it under still less favorable conditions— on 
the question of British intervention in China.
And now the English have broken with us over the 
question of our interfering in their internal 
affairs, our striving to give orders to the English 
working class, or to turn the -English trade unions 
into instruments of our state policies, -hej broke 
on those questions wnich are most apt to -¡-ool the 
English workers.'’

In the weeks prior to the severance of diplomatic relations 

with Britain, Oppositionists sustained some hope that Stalin 

finally had stumbled and would seek their assistance, indeed, 
during the first half of 1927 events had not proceeded favorably 
for the General Secretary. Chiang Kai-shek had rejected Moscow’s 

leadership and threatened to slaughter most of the communists in 

China. The revolutionary impetus in Britain had abated, and the

^Trotsky, Leon Trotsky on Britain, p. 287.



Ehglish government was becoming alarmed at communist influence

among the laboring masses. More importantly, Stalin had been

unable to silence permanently the United Opposition. Therefore,

although politically embarrassing to the Soviet government, the
rupture of diplomatic ties with Britain came at an opportune

time for the General Secretary.
In May 1927 the British government, after 
raiding the Soviet Trade Delegation in London, 
broke off diplomatic relations with the Soviet 
Union. Shortly thereafter Warsaw flashed the 
news of the assassination of the Soviet ambas
sador Voykov. Within a day the apparatus was 
hard at work whipping up a war scare.... For 
weeks preceeding Voykov's death Stalin had been 
on the defensive, but the next day he had the 
Soviet capital in a state of total panic and 
was loudly accusing Trotsky and his followers 
of treason. Whatever progress may have been 
made in forging an anti-Stalin front was thus 
wiped out overnight.°

Stalin used the war scare to good advantage by putting 

the United Opposition on the defensive. He claimed that, in 

a time of grave national danger, the Opposition was spreading 
disunity within the party. He propagated the notion that the 

United Opposition was disloyal and would aid the enemi.es of the 
country in the event of war. The bureaucracy popularized the 

idea that Trotsky had committed the final act of treason by 

refusing to submit to the will of the majority during a crisis.

^William Reswick, I Dreamt Revolution (Chicago: 
Regnery Co., 1952), p. 182.
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The masses, having forgotten about the Chinese fiasco and

Trotsky * s criticism of the Anglo-Russian Committee, were

preoccupied with the possibility of an invasion by capitalist

powers. Among the rank and file, Trotsky’s apparent attempt

to promote factionalism and confusion within the party was

tantamount to a complete repudiation of Marxism.
The war threatening, and Trotsky and Zinoviev, 
instead of abandoning their opposition and 
presenting a joint front with all the loyal 
Soviet citizens, were, through unpatriotic and 
un-Communist behavior, encouraging the would-be 
aggressor. The phrase fifth column had not yet 
been coined, but that was what the regime was 
insinuating that Trotsky and his partisans were.'

Although in conformity with his ideological beliefs,
Trotsky committed a major blunder by acting precisely as Stalin
implied. Trotsky announced that the threat of war would not
stop him from denouncing the ruling faction and trying to
acquire political power. At the same time, however, the United

Opposition would aid in the repulsion of any aggressive thrust

directed against the Soviet Union.

Every Oppositionist, if he is a genuine Opposi
tionist and not a fraud, will assume in the 
event of war whatever post,' at the front or 
behind the lines, that the party will entrust 
to him, and carry out his duty to the end.
But not a single Oppositionist will renounce 
his right and his duty, on the eve of war, or 
during the war, to fight for the correction of 
the party’s course— as has always been the case

7Adam B. Ulam, Stalin; The Man and His Era (New York; 
Viking Press, 1973), p. 281.



in our party— because therein lies the most 
important condition for victory. To sum up.
For the socialist fatherland? Yes! For the 
Stalinist course? No!0
As courageous as Trotsky's stance might have seemed, his

position was untenable. By 1927 Stalin almost had succeeded

in representing himself as Lenin's legitimate successor.

Moreover, Stalin strove to cultivate the notion that he was
the first servant of the party. To castigate the General
Secretary, in fact, was to criticize the Leninist heritage.

Trotsky did not realize that in the eyes of the functionaries

it was impossible to repudiate the ruling hierarchy and still

remain a loyal communist within the Marxist-Leninist tradition.

Stalin had little difficulty in publicizing the idea that the

United Opposition was aiding the forces of counterrevolution by
refusing to submit to party discipline. "... at a time when war

threatens,..., the opposition,..., steers toward the disintegration

of Party discipline and helps to untie the hands of the anti-
9Soviet forces in our country."

In attempting to repudiate the charge that the United 
Opposition was disloyal to the Soviet Union, Trotsky issued his 

famous Clemenceau statement in the summer of 1927. Hoping to

O
°Trotsky, The Stalin School of Falsification, Introduction 

and Explanatory Notes by Max Shachtman, trans. John G. Wright 
(New York: Pioneer Publishers, 1937), pp. 176-177.

^Soviet Union, Against Trotskyism, pp. 275-276.
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prove by historical analogy that he was devoted to the defense 

of the socialist fatherland, Trotsky only inflamed ill feelings.

He indicated that, in a fashion similar to Clemenceau, he would 

attack the enemy and Stalin at the same time. Causing the 
collapse of the Stalinist regime, Trotsky would then assume 

the robe of leadership and save the nation from the foreign 

threat. Trotsky's declaration seemed absurd. He failed to 

convince the cadres that he was interested in safeguarding the 
Soviet Union. Moreover, the ill-timed announcement only served 

to provide Stalin with additional material to use against the 

United Opposition.

..., eacejiH spar nosonjxeT Ha 80 kmjiom6t-
pos OT Mo c k b h ,-TO pa3B6 He HCHO, UTO
Hajio HcnojibaosaTB odCTanoBKy bjih Toro,
S T O ( 5 h  B b l M e C T H  3 T y  B J i a C T b  K I l O C T a B M T B  
HOBy», KJieMaHCKCTCKyio, t . e. t p o h k h c t - 
C K y f O .  f l C H O ,  q T O  T y  T H 6 T  H H U e r O  J l e H H H -  
CKoro.... OnnosnuHH npirnma k MeHBmeBnaxiy.
C ..., if the enemy approaches 80 kilometers from 
Moscow it is really not clear that it is necessary 
to use the situation in order to come to power 
and establish a new Clemenceauism, that is 
Trotskyism. Clearly there is nothing of Leninism 
here.... The opposition has passed to Menshevism. ]

Referring to Trotsky's refusal to cease criticizing the 
party hierarchy and his Clemenceau declaration, Stalin asserted 

that the United Opposition was no longer simply a faction, but 

was attempting to create a second party. The apparatus promulgated

«

10 CoBeTCKMH Coras, riHTHajmaTbi CBeaa KBIT ( E ) , 1:85* 
[Soviet Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (Bolshev'iksT, T;b8.'l
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the idea that Trotsky was appealing to all bourgeois and

counterrevolutionary elements to follow him in implementing

a new party. In this fashion, the ruling elites were able to

persuade the masses that Trotsky would aid the capitalist
nations by subverting socialism. Therefore, in the event of

war the Bolshevik hierarchy must purge the party of all

Oppositionists before they would be able to sabotage the

military operations of the nation.
... the opposition is moving toward the organ
ization of a new party against the CPSU(B) 
systematically violating the decisions of our 
Party, shaking the Party discipline and thereby 
helping to disarm the proletariat of the USSR 
in face of the mounting threat of war.1'*

Trotsky vías unable to utilize communist setbacks in 

China and Britain to improve his status vis-a-vis Stalin. The 

General Secretary’s control of the apparatus was secure. 

Delegates to conferences and congresses were appointed by the 

Secretariat. Trotsky was unable to influence these selections 
in order to enable his supporters to acquire positions of power. 

Furthermore, Stalin's master;/- of all forms of communication 
effectively deterred the Opposition from publicizing its 

criticisms and reform proposals. Trotsky was unable to appeal 

to the masses for support. They were not aware of Stalin's 

contribution to the Chinese debacle. Similarly, the vast

11 Soviet Union, Against Trotskyism, p. 277



majority of the population was ignorant of Trotsky's alternative 

solution to the British dilemma. Trotsky may have established 

some situations, with respect to China and Britain, in which 

his evaluations and judgments were correct. The rewards were 

limited, however, as he was unable to use these successes to 
reap political victory.

While enjoying Stalin's apparent failures, Trotsky, in 

turn, committed some tactical errors which proved to be fatal.
His claim that he would continue to rebuke the General Secretary 

while defending the Soviet Union in the event of war aroused 

the suspicion of the rank and file. They interpreted his 

decision as a mere expedient to gain political power. Moreover, 

the Clemenceau declaration left Trotsky in an untenable position. 
Since the United Opposition was unable to acquire a majority 

in the Central Committee, it would have to resort to armed 

rebellion against the Stalinist faction. Thus, Trotsky was 

portrayed as a pretender attempting to seize the throne from 
the legitimate heir.

Lastly, while achieving a moral victory from Stalin's 
bumblings in China and Britain, the Opposition made little 
progress toward the acquisition of power. The General Secretary's 

position in the party virtually was unassailable by 1927. The 

most that the Oppositionists could have hoped for was Stalin's 

admission that he had blundered, that he needed their help,
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*

and that he could not manage the government alone. In the 

end, this proved to be the dream of desperate men grasping at 

straws in an effort to preserve some rudiment of their former 

greatness.



CHAPTER IX

POLITICAL SKILLS, THE APPARATUS, AND EXPULSION

Stalin’s consumate skill in the art of political organi

zation is a significant aspect of the succession fight. An 

investigation of this event also necessitates an inspection 

of Trotsky’s failures as a politician. The dynamics of power 

politics were responsible for Trotsky's deposition as a member 

of the Bolshevik hierarchy. Stalin profited from the waning 

of revolutionary militancy, and the establishment of Soviet 

isolation through the theory of socialism in one country. As 
important as these events were, however, Stalin defeated Trotsky 

and became Lenin's recognized heir primarily because of his 

control of the apparatus.
Stalin's position of preeminence among the rank and file 

became the dominating factor in the succession contest. As 

General Secretary, Stalin secured the election and appointment 

of supporters to positions of influence. The functionaries 
quickly realized that employment hinged on whether or not they 

upheld the Stalinist doctrine. "The general policy became one 

of replacement of independent and gifted men by mediocrities 

who owed their posts entirely to the apparatus."”' As the

"*Trotsky, My Life, p. 501.
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dispenser of administrative posts, Stalin was able to reorganize 

the bureaucracy as he desired. Men who disapproved of or 

criticized his programs were removed from offices or factories, 

and dispersed from urban areas into the vastness of rural Russia. 

Control of the Secretariat ensured that each conference or 
congress would assemble with a majority of delegates favorable 

to Stalin. In the same manner, the United Opposition was 

deterred from organising a formidable political faction. Only 
a handful of loyal disciples were willing to risk unemployment 
by joining the United Opposition and dissenting against the 

majority. With every addition of new members into the party, 

Trotsky’s base of support was diminished. Only the most 

courageous communists were willing to countenance physical 

privation in order to maintain the freedom to be nonconformists.

In addition to Stalin’s jurisdiction over the cadres,

Trotsky was also unable to organize an effective coalition 

because of personal limitations. Although a brilliant theoretician, 
Trotsky was simply not a politician. He could not compete with 

Stalin's organizational resourcefulness. His character was 
directed toward abstractions, ideals, and theories, not the 

practical, utilitarian considerations necessary for political 
victory. Trotsky's world view even prevented him from grasping 

the nature of Stalin's genius. Operating in a world of ideas, 

Trotsky refused to consider the more mundane aspects of reality.



This blindspot was the tragic flaw in Trotsky's personality, 

and eventually probably was responsible for his expulsion from 

the party. Continual references to Stalin's lack of distinction 
by Trotsky indicate that he dismissed the General Secretary 
as unfit for leadership.

In keeping with his disdain for political affairs, Trotsky 

did not exert much effort to recruit a reliable group of allies 

to combat Stalin. Trotsky's failure to establish a formidable 

coalition lay, in part, in his isolated position within the 
party. Trotsky had never been accepted among the Old Bolsheviks, 
as they were jealous of his brilliance and favorable status 

with Lenin. Moreover, his irascible and obstinate manner 

engendered the notion that he was a vain, obnoxious individualist. 

Trotsky worked surprisingly well with subordinates .occasionally, 
but only condescended to tolerate those whom he considered 

inferior. In this respect, he did not possess the acumen of a 

successful politician. Trotsky failed to realize that many 

Bolsheviks disliked him personally. A more thoughtful man would 

have recognized the danger of alienating political equals.
Trotsky, however, did not live among men, but among ideas.

Stalin, conversely, witnessed Trotsky's estrangement and was 
quick to befriend those men whom he had offended.

A3.though Trotsky's theoretical genius virtually was 

uncontested within party ranks, the former Commissar of War was
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often at a decisive disadvantage in articulating his viewpoints. 

Trotsky was undeniably a profound orator and a literary craftsman 

of distinction. His powerful polemics swayed the masses during 
the October Revolution. However, Trotsky seemed to lack an 

essential ability to change with the dictates of a given 
situation. He could discuss complex issues with men of high 

intelligence, but had difficulty in simplifying a concept for 
the understanding of the uneducated masses. In his contest with 

Stalin, Trotsky’s ideological formulations were accurate and well- 
constructed, but they were written to be read by the theoretician. 

Men of lesser ability became confused or bored by what seemed 

to them endless quibbling over trifles. Stalin, on the other 
hand, preached and wrote not for the purpose of proving a point 

with scholars, but to impress the rank and file. Previous 
studies have indicated that his style is redundant and lacks 
imagination. They claim that his polemics reveal an intellectual 

superficiality indicative of the uneducated. However, many of 

Stalin’s speeches and writings reveal a simple and straight
forward method of presentation not characteristic of Trotsky’s 

works. Stalin possessed a remarkable ability to explain complex 
problems in meaningful, but comprehensible fashion. The inclusion 

of popular idioms and colloquialisms was a vigorous attempt to 

be understood by all levels of Soviet society. In addition, 

while not an orator of Trotsky’s stature, Stalin became a
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capable public speaker. His vocabulary was limited and the form 

often was didactic, but he possessed the capacity for effective 

communication.
Stalin’s own appearances at the party congresses 
and conferences prior to the crystallisation of 
his personal dictatorship denote him as a very 
effective public speaker. The speeches were 
clear and precise, not without eloquence and a 
sense of humor, and they did not reveal, as did 
those of Trotsky and Bukharin, personal vanity 
and intellectual arrogance.

In addition to an effective manner of personal communication, 
Stalin's goal of indoctrinating the masses was achieved by gaining 

control of the press and broadcasting media. Stalin clearly 

recognized the value of mass propaganda and utilized advanced 

scientific techniques in order to influence the people. He 

flooded the press with polemics against Trotsky, and curtailed 

the publication of any work written by a member of the United 
Opposition. Censorship was rigid, and nothing was circulated 

inside the Soviet Union without the consent of the General 

Secretary. "From 1926 onward, when the last tiny sheets put out 
by anarchists, syndicalists, and maximalists had disappeared, the 
Central Committee had enjoyed an absolute monopoly of printed

3matter."
Stalin utilized and often vulgarized history in his quest

pUlan, Soviet Totalitarianism, p. it?.

^Serge, Memoirs of a Revolutionary 1901-19hl» p. 223.



for power. Researchers were directed to uncover any materials 

damaging to Trotsky, and to render them suitable for publication. 

Records of previous clashes with Lenin were especially prized 

as Stalin strove to popularize the notion that Trotsky was 

basically anti-Leninist.
Bo Bcext. cjiyyanxB, Kor.ua b o s HHKajiM cjiOHCHbie 
BonpocH o BsaHMOOTHOineHMHXB wescpy napTMM- 
yauii, ocodeHKO wexsy b o x a h u h, npasHman 
rpynna, 6ohcb CBoeii see riapTXK, scersa 
see CKpusana, npHderan yaxe k o  jikm, odMany
H $aJIBCK(|<HKaUHM.
[In all cases, when intricate questions arise 
about the interrelations among party members, 
especially among leaders, the ruling group, 
fearful of its party, always deceives, resorting 
even to falsehood, to fraud and falsification. 1 J

While distorting history and disseminating propaganda, 

Stalin also harassed the United Opposition in an effort to deter 

members from haranguing the masses. The General Secretary 
packed conferences and meetings at the local level with obedient 

underlings. They ridiculed Oppositionists and tried to prevent 

them from speaking.
During 1926 the party struggle developed with 
increasing intensity. In the autumn, the 
opposition even made an open sortie at the 
meetings of the party locals. The apparatus 
counter attacked with fury. The struggle of 
ideas gave place to administrative mechanics: 
telephone summons of the party bureaucrats 
to attend the meetings of the workers1 locals,

^AJieKcaHjgpoBb, K t o ynoaBJineTB P o c c h s k ? M c t o p k k o -JIoruaTvm ecK;;f: AnajinaB ' ( h . r~. HasaTejiBCTBO ~fiapado.ua,
1 9 5 1  )i c* 56-~by.
[Aleksandrov, Who Rules Russia? A Historical-Dogmatic Analysis 
(n.p.: Parabola Publishing House, 195117 PP* 56-57.J
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an accumulation of automobiles with hooting 
sirens in front of all the meetings, and a well- 
organized whistling and booing at the appearance 
of the oppositionists on the platform.''

The Oppositionists could not hope to gain a majority at any
•particular session. Delegates realized that any vote against

the ruling hierarchy would result in loss of employment and
possible expulsion from the party. Stalin was interested only

in silencing the Oppositionists. To achieve this goal he
needed loyal functionaries sincerely convinced of the correctness
of his program. By gradually concentrating almost all of the

decision making power at the top, Stalin facilitated the

monolithic structure of communist totalitarianism.

In the inner life of the Soviets there is also to 
be observed of late years a series of entirely 
reactionary processes. The Soviets are having 
continually less and less to do with the decision 
of fundamental, political, economic, and cultural 
questions. They are becoming mere supplements ^ 
to the executive committees and the praesidiums.1"'

Throughout 1926 and 1927 Trotsky's position in the 

Politburo and the Central Committee gradually became untenable.

The United Opposition had few supporters in the central organs 
of the party, and, therefore, could not hope to attain a majority. 

Trotsky was subject to a torrent of verbal abuse, and was often 
deterred from speaking. When permitted to present a report, he

'’Trotsky, Ky Life, pp. 928=529.

^Trotsky, The Real Situation in Russia, p. 99.
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was greeted by jeers, gesticulations, and noisy remonstrations. 

There was little doubt as to the outcome of voting on almost 

every issue. Trotsky's presence at conferences and meetings 

was more symbolic of his dissent than an effective reprisal 

against the Stalinist faction.
By the end of 1926 Stalin was reaping the rewards for

his meticulous organization of Trotsky's defeat. In October he
succeeded in having Trotsky removed from the Politburo. Although

still a member of the Central Committee, it was only a matter
of time before the former Commissar of War would be expelled
from the party. Stalin's patience was unlimited, and he simply

waited until the most opportune moment to act. The Chinese

debacle and the failure of the General Strike in England
prevented Stalin from disposing of his adversary throughout

most of 192?. Moreover, many Bolsheviks still were reluctant

to ostracize completely the man who had played such a significant

role in the October Revolution. Harassment at Central Committee

sessions mounted, however, as Stalin was unwilling to allow

Trotsky to speak even for a limited duration.
. .., at the regular meetings of the Central 
Committee, discussion was growing more and more 
violent. Even here Stalin was afraid to let 
Trotsky speak and instructed his henchmen to 
hoot him down. Stalin had constantly added to 
the Committee until now the meeting hall was 
filled with new members who owed their posts to 
him alone. They knew whom they had to serve. 1

Barmine, One Who Survived, pp. 167-168.*7
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Sven though Stalin was encountering difficulties in foreign 

affairs during 1927, he had no problem disposing of Oppositionists. 

At first, they had simply been removed from positions of influence 
and dispersed to remote corners of the country. Then, with the 

consolidation of power and an increased self-confidence, Stalin 

gradually began to demand complete ostracism from party functions. 

Oppositionists were relieved of their duties for allegedly 
seeking to disrupt the unity of the party, factionalism, efforts 

to create a second party, the "underestimation11 of the peasantry, 

Menshevism, inciting class warfare in the countryside, the denial 

of the possibility of the victory of socialism in one country, 

repudiation of the apparatus, and defeatism. Trotsky asserted 
that Oppositionists were being banished from party circles on 
the basis of mere fabrications. The sole criterion for good 
standing in the party was loyalty and obedience to the General 
Secretary.

I maintain that the overwhelming majority of 
Oppositionists are removed not for performing 
their work badly or for failing to work in 
keeping with the directives of the C.2.C., but 
as punishment for their convictions. They are 
removed as punishment for so-called Trotskyism.“

Stalin intensified his attack against the Oppositionists 

throughout 1927. He became more intolerant of criticism, and 

censored publications of events in China and Britain. During
g
Trotsky, The Stalin School of Falsification, p. 11*9.
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the late summer and autumn Stalin began speaking of the outright 

expulsion of the Opposition leaders from the party. Ruling 

elites abated discussion on the reform and eventual reintegration 

of dissenters into the ranks of the party. Trotsky was no 
longer regarded as the leader of a faction or deviation which 

could be persuaded to repent and disband. The party hierarchy 

was determined to convince the masses that Trotsky was opposed 

ideologically to Lenin, and had endeavored to establish a second 

party.
Kan motjio cjiyuMTBCH, u t o  b c h  napiKH b 
yejiow a sa Hero vl padouwH KJiacc ran Kpyro 
MsonupoBaxm onnoanuHM? BeflB TaM, b o 
rjiase onno3KqnK, c t o h t  HBBecTHbie jimbk 
c HMenaMH, jiioflH, yueromne cedn peKJiaMMp- 
osaTb, jiroflH, He CTpaflaromne c k p o m h o c t b m , 
yMeroiiiMe cedn pacxBajiiiBaTB m nonaaaTB 
TOBap J1HUOM. A CJiyUHJIOCB 3 T O nOTOMJ, 
u t o  pyKOBOSiiman rpynna onnoanpHii OKaaa- 
jiacB rpynnoii MeJiKOdypxyaaHHx HHTejuinreH- 
TOB, OTOpsaHHHX OT 3KI13HH, OTOpBaHHHX 
OT peBOJiroUMH, OTOpBaHHHX OT napTHM, OT 
padouero KJiacca.
£ How could it have happened that the party as a 
whole, for it and the working class, isolated 
the opposition so severely? Apparently, at the 
head of the opposition stand famous people with 
names, people who know hew to publicize them
selves, people not suffering for modesty, who 
know how to lavish praise on themselves end show 
themselves to advantage. But it happened because 
the ruling group of the opposition turned out to 
be a group of petty-bourgeois intellectuals, who 
are estranged from life, estranged from the revolu
tion, estranged from the party and the working 
class.^

^CoBeTCKxM COM3 , IlnTHaapaTbi CBesn KBIT ( e ) , 1:81. 
CSoviet Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, iTBTTj



Finally, in October 1927 Stalin felt that he had amassed

the necessary strength to eradicate decisively the Opposition

threat. The General Secretary meticulously prepared the last

phase of his drive to defeat Trotsky. There were to be no

hesitations or vacillations on the part of the functionaries.
The task had been facilitated by the introduction of thousands

of new recruits into the ranks of the party since 192U. Many
of the younger communists had forgotten or were unaware of

Trotsky’s performance during the October Revolution. They
favored Stalin because they considered his program superior to
Trotsky's, and correctly concluded that he was the best leader

to direct affairs of state in a period of consolidation. At

a meeting of the joint plenum of the Central Committee and the

Central Control Commission Trotsky and Zinoviev were expelled

from the Central Committee for denying the possibility of the

victory of socialism in one country, for destroying Bolshevik

unity by attempting to organize a second party, and for replacing

Leninism with Trotskyism.
The failure of the opposition is due to its being 
completely divorced from the Party, from the 
working class, from the revolution. The opposition 
has turned out to be a handful of intellectuals ^ 
divorced from life, divorced from the revolution.

Trotsky, however, was determined to continue the struggle 
by appealing directly to the masses. He persuaded the rest of 1

1°Stalin, Works, 10:260.
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the Oppositionists to march in the parades at Leningrad and

Moscow on the tenth anniversary of the October Revolution.

Oppositionists were instructed to walk with the official
processions, but to carry their own banners and slogans. Victor
Serge, a member of the Left Opposition, has left an excellent

1 1description of the anniversary celebration in Leningrad. The 
results also were disastrous for the United Opposition in Moscow. 

Trotsky's proposal of bringing the succession contest to the 

people had failed. Stalin had anticipated the likelihood of a 

demonstration by the Oppositionists. Kis followers effectively 

curtailed any attempts by the dissenters to harangue the people. 

Stalin's control of the apparatus and the passivity of the masses 
excluded the possibility of victory for the Opposition. In 

addition, Trotsky's decision to march in the parades protesting 

the official line supported Stalin's claim that the United 
Opposition had attempted to foment counterrevolutionary activity. 

By participating in the anniversary celebrations against the 
ruling hierarchy, Trotsky and Zinoviev violated the principle of 

unity inherent within the platform of a Marxist party. Their 

foolish attempt to appeal to the people was construed as an 

aggressive thrust against the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 

In November 1927 the Central Committee and the Central Control 

Commission expelled them from the party.

^Serge, Memoirs of a Revolutionary 1901-19^1, pp. 226-227.

9



With Trotsky and Zinoviev banished from the party, Stalin 

was free to convene the Fifteenth Congress without trepidations 

that his failures in China and Britain would be made public.
Neither Trotsky nor Zinoviev would be able to criticize the 
hierarchy for the debacle of the Canton Commune. The Congress 
was prepared with the knowledge that the General Secretary had 

complete command of the apparatus. Most of the delegates would 

respond in obedience to his will. Stalin would be free to 
castigate the members of the Opposition without fear of reprisal.

In short, Stalin had achieved the creation of a monolithic bloc 

voting almost unanimously in his favor.
Instead of the Opposition leaders repudiating the Stalinist

faction before the world, the General Secretary was able to

comment at length on the errors of Trotsky and Zinoviev with the

assurance that dissenting opinion would not be forthcoming.

Stalin was unmerciful in his denunciation of the United Opposition.

He continued, as in the past, to berate the dissenters for
attempting to subvert the dictatorship of the proletariat.

However, barbs of personal rancor were interspersed throughout
Stalin's political report. Trotsky and Zinoviev had been expelled

not simply for theoretical or tactical differences, but for

eccentric mannerisms unbecoming to a Bolshevik.

Ho ye My riapTHH h c k .fi toyHJia T pou noro n 
BiiHOBBesa?. noT O uy, u t o  ohm— o p ra H H sa -  
Topa B c e r o  s e n a  on n o 3 n a n n , n o T o n y, hto  
ohm nocTaBHJiM ce(5e HenBio JiOMaTB saKOHbi
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napxHH, noTowy, h t o  o h m  b o 30m h m j i m , ..., 
noTOuy, h t o  o h m  saxoTenn coayaTb cede 
b napTMM BBopnHCKoe nojioxeHwe.
[Why did the party expel Trotsky and Zinoviev?
Because they are the organizers of all the 
affairs of the opposition, because they made 
it their aim to break the laws of the party, 
because they became conceited,..«, because they 
wanted to establish for themselves the position 
of nobles in the party.^ ̂  J

Since the Opposition leaders were incriminated for 
allegedly creating privileged positions for themselves at the 
expense of other Bolsheviks, the ruling caste refused adamantly 

to consider reentrance into the party unless a public apology 

was issued. The Bolshevik hierarchy demanded that Oppositionists 
renounce their dissenting viewpoints and adhere to the will of 
the majority,

CbesB. cwMTaeT,. .., q t o  onnoanuMH fionxHa paao- 
pyxMTBCH m MfieMHO h opraHM3auwo h h o , pemerejiBHO 
ocynHB MsnoxeHHHe BMine ee b 3r jihuh Kan h h t h - 
n e H M H C K K e , nan MeHBmeBMCTCKiie h  b 3h b  Ha cedn 
odHsarejiBCTBO aamMmaTB sarJincH h penieHHH 
napTMM, ee c ^ e s p o s , ee KOHiepeHUMM, ee UK.
[ The Congress considers,..., that the opposition 
must dismantle both ideologically and organiza
tionally, condemning decisively declarations of 
its views as anti-Leninist, as Menshevist, and 
pledging itself to defend the views and decisions 
of the party, its congresses, its conferences, 
and its central committee. 1 J

Although Zinoviev eventually submitted to party discipline,

•2CoBeTCKHH C0K 3 , ITflTHaimaTH Cbe3H KBFI {E) , 1:89. 
[Soviet Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union, 1 :b9,J

13Ibid., 2:1396
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Trotsky refused to compromise his beliefs. He continued his 

opposition against Stalin for the rest of his life.



CHAPTER X

CONCLUSIONS

The period from 1926 to 1928 was the high point of the 

Soviet succession struggle. Even though Trotsky was hard pressed 
to upstage Stalin, this two year duration was the most intensive 

stage of the conflict. That the General Secretary was going to 
acquire Lenin's cloak seemed assured. The ease with which 

Trotsky was defeated, however, is puzzling. While Lenin was 

still alive, Trotsky appeared to be the logical heir. Indeed, 

the four year period from 1 92U to 1928 was a radical transition 
era in which the stark realities of power politics came to 

dominate over the emotional idealism of the October Revolution.
An examination of Stalin's victory over Trotsky must 

underline the most salient features of the complexity of events 

comprising the succession crisis. First of all, the traditional 

Slavophil-Viesterner antagonism was personified in the personal 
enmity between Stalin end Trotsky. As a proponent of the 

Enlightenment, Trotsky was critical of the presuppositions of 

Russian culture. He was aware of the ignorance of the vast 

majority of the population, and looked to an articulate elite to 

modernize the country. Moreover, Trotsky's skepticism of 

Russia's cultural, uniqueness eventually led him to question
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the revolutionary capabilities of the masses. The communists

were aware of Trotsky’s criticisms of traditional mother Russia.

They resented the insinuation that they could not engender a
permanent change without the aid of the proletariat of other
nations. Thus, Trotsky’s neglect of the emotion of nationalism

resulted in his alienation from the Bolsheviks. Stalin, on the

other hand, filled a spiritual vacuum and rejuvenated the

revolutionary mission by asserting that the Soviet Union, indeed,

was capable of constructing a socialist society without support
from the West. The General Secretary was not concerned with a

rigid adherence to ideological traditions. He was not interested
in contesting theoretical formulations or engaging in debates

over abstractions. Stalin was determined to attain political
power regardless of the means required for the successful
implementation of such a goal.

Kx nocTaBjieHHOii ce d e  pernt C ram im , meni> 
u e jm e u H o , ho s e p n o . K a n t nojuiHHHMn 
y y e H H K i Jle hk  H a5 h t o (5h j j o S h t b c h  y c n e x a  
Eis d o p b d e , CrajiiiHE He rrpeHedperajit hh—
K3KHM CpejJCTBa.MIl BHJIOTB flO npOBOKaiJHM.
CStalin moved slowly but faithfully to the 
enactment of his objective. As a genuine 
disciple of Lenin, Stalin stopped at nothing 
including provocation in order to achieve 
success.

In addition to espousing the ideals of an enlightened 
Westerner, Trotsky.also was ostracized by other members of the

 ̂ 'A jie K ca H jjp o B b , K t o  yn p a B Jin e T h  P o c c n e M ? . c .  
/„Aleksandrov, Who Rules Russia?, p. 69. j 69.



128

party hierarchy because of a distaste for his personal mannerisms. 
As a late arrival to the party, Trotsky was never accepted 

completely by the Bolsheviks. They were suspicious of his 

intentions, and jealous of his abilities. Trotsky’s irascible 

nature alienated many people who might have become loyal allies, 

but, instead, developed into formidable adversaries. The former 

Commissar of War was not tactful enough to fraternize with men 

of lesser intellectual endowments. Furthermore, many Bolsheviks 
experienced trepidations that Trotsky might become a military 
dictator and bring the revolution full circle. Thus, they 

bestowed leadership upon a man who did not appear as a threat. 
Stalin displayed certain qualities that Trotsky lacked which 

endeared him to party elites. His patience, dignified bearing, 
and stoical attitude engendered the notion that he was a man to 

be relied upon. Stalin easily cultivated the allegiance of those 

Bolsheviks who were repelled by Trotsky’s taciturn nature. 

Ironically, Trotsky’s greatness also was responsible for his 
estrangement from party circles.

Trotsky's arrogance and disregard of personality traits 

induced him to underestimate Stalin's political talents. This 

was a blunder as Stalin never forgave Trotsky for the snubbing.
The General Secretary was obsessed with the idea of revenging 

the rather insolent manner which Trotsky displayed. Trotsky, 

living in a world of abstractions, did not appreciate his
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adversary’s genius. He was secure in his role as theoretician 

and idealogue, but Stalin never doubted that the succession 

contest would be decided by considerations of power. The 
General Secretary possessed the indulgence to wait for the 
opportune moment to strike. Trotsky, oblivious to what he 
believed to be mundane considerations, impetuously tossed caution 

aside in dealing with his opponent. Above all, Trotsky was 

unable to comprehend that Stalin was determined to become the 
leader of the party. As late as 192$, he still regarded Zinoviev 

and Kamenev as his most formidable adversaries. By the time 

Trotsky finally awoke to the real source of strength within the 

party, Stalin already had won.
Trotsky’s disregard of Stalin's organizational acumen was 

symbolic of his failure as a politician. While possessing a 

brilliant intellect and a clear vision of historical process, 
the former Commissar of War simply was incompetent in dealing 

with the harsh realities of a political struggle. He seemed 
reluctant to engage in a pitched battle with Stalin over Lenin’s 

robe. Numerous hesitations and an irresolute attitude forced 
him on the defensive at times when he should have been attacking. 

In essence, Trotsky was disinclined to assume the position that 

many regarded as legitimately his. Possibly he was fearful of 

becoming a "Bonaparte” and inaugurating a period of reaction.

He worked well with Lenin, but did not possess the "jugular

«
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instinct" necessary to depose his opponents and establish 
himself as party leader.

There is also reason to believe that Trotsky 
lacked his opponent's ruthless courage....
Fundamentally Trotsky seems to have preferred 
the role of enfant terrible, critic and fiery 
revolutionary, to that of governing authority; 
it was as though he secretly feared to assume 
personal responsibility for the regime and the 
bureaucracy required to rule Russia. Also there 
vas always a touch of the litterateur, of the 
dilettante, and of the dashing cavalryman about 
him; he could cut and stab in a sharp debate or 
exchange of letters, but he seemed almost 
instinctively to withdraw from the tough hand- 
to-hand combat that might have won him the 
party leadership.

Trotsky's contention that he was attempting to reform 
the party while trying to impart the notion that he was a 

devoted Marxist was untenable. Lenin and Stalin had established 

the preeminence of intraparty discipline over democracy. Trotsky 
himself had stressed adherence to prescribed conduct, and the 

avoidance of any form of factionalism which might undermine unity. 

The Bolsheviks believed that Trotsky was acting as an usurper 

trying to upstage a legitimate candidate. Moreover, Trotsky, 

even with the formation of the United Opposition, was unable to 

articulate a platform radically different from Stalin's. The 
lank and file became bored with squabbles over apparent trivial

ities. ihe Stalinist faction was able to propagate the idea 

that Trotsky's only concrete proposal was the reorganization of

Adams, Stalin and His Times, pp. 25-26.2

i
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the apparatus, Trotsky was portrayed as advocating the

replacement of the ruling elites with a new hierarchy. Since

the contest was construed as simply a personal vendetta by many
Bolsheviks, Trotsky could not hope to defeat the more popular

General Secretary. Trotsky would have been a more effective

dissenter by promulgating a platform in clear contradistinction
to Stalin. -The Oppositionists could not escape the Marxist

mystique that prevents disunity in a socialist party. They

did not want to be accused of subverting the achievements of the

proletarian revolution. However, they considered life intolerable
within the confines of a monolithic party proclaiming obedience
as its highest virtue. Unable to escape Marxist tradition,
Trotsky contended that it was not he, but Stalin who was

engaging in factionalism and undermining the gains of October
by causing bureaucratic corruption.

It is sufficiently well known that every revo
lution up to this time has been followed by a 
reaction, or even a counterrevolution.... The 
victims of the first reactionary wave have been, 
as a general rule, those pioneers, Initiators, 
and instigators who stood at the head of the 
masses in the period of the revolutionary offen
sive. In their stead people of the second line, 
in league with the former enemies of the revo
lution, have been advanced to the front,^

Trotsky’s criticisms of the bureaucracy only served to 

reinforce his alienation from the party hierarchy, and solidified

3Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed, p. 88.
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Stalin’s position with the rank and file. Although Stalin had 

succeeded in enhancing his reputation as a theoretician by the 

development of the doctrine of socialism in one country, his 

control of the Secretariat was of fundamental importance in the 
succession contest. As General Secretary, he was able to 

influence election procedures and appoint representatives to 

various committees and organizations. The cadres quickly 
learned that subservience to Stalin's will resulted in the 

acquisition of material rewards. Recompense in the form of 
employment in the government bureaucracy was usual for service 

rendered to the General Secretary. Conversely, Oppositionists 

risked social ostracism as well as unemployment by deciding to 
support Trotsky in the succession struggle. The Bolsheviks 

quickly realized that it almost was impossible to .survive outside 
of the confines of the party apparatus.

In addition to providing them with some kind of occupation, 
the cadres also experienced a psychological need for Stalin's 

leadership. They identified with him more than with Trotsky or 

Zinoviev. Stalin was concerned with practical, utilitarian 

affairs that effected the lives of many individuals. His 

manner was not condescending, but affable and unpretentious. 
Moreover, the functionaries felt that Stalin was one of them, 

that through him they could share, however limited, in the 

decision making functions of state.
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Similarly, the Bolshevik elites gravitated toward Stalin 

because they felt instinctively that he could best preserve the 

achievements of October. By the middle of the twenties many 

party members were emotionally and psychologically exhausted 
from the insurrection and Civil War. They were no longer 
interested in passionate accounts of stirring heroics, and they 

had lost much of their former ebullience for revolutionary ideals. 

The tempo of life had changed in the Soviet Union. Many 
communists demanded a respite, and they warmly accepted the 

redirection of "the revolutionary process inaugurated by Stalin's 

isolationism. Trotsky was aware that changes were being 

introduced, that emotions were subsiding, and that the fervor 

of revolutionary militancy was abating, but he was unable to cope 

with the new situation. The Bolsheviks preferred .a man of Stalin's 
capabilities who could consolidate the revolutionary gains and 

resist foreign invasion.
In addition, the Old Bolsheviks were wedded to Stalin because 

they feared the masses. Operating as a pitifully small minority 

they had seized power in 1917 and ruled without the firm support 

of the people. The Bolsheviks were aware of the political 

passivity of rural Russia, but they experienced trepidations over 

the possibility of popular revolt. They needed a strong man to 

cement the dictatorship of the party over the nation. They 

turned to Stalin to defend the party against popular discontent,
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realizing that he was ruthless enough to perform whatever task 
would be required in order to stay in power.

Ironically, in its efforts to consolidate power, the
Stalinist faction needed Trotsky's dissenting activities. The

ruling caste required a scapegoat in order to direct criticism

from itself. Stalin heaped abuse on Trotsky for tactical

failures in both domestic and foreign affairs. The ruling elites

were able to divert the attention of the masses from their own

privations and wants to the fate of the nation suffering under

Trotsky's efforts to subvert the dictatorship of the proletariat.
The Soviet Union was encircled by hostile forces, in part,

because Trotsky directed the counterrevolution from within the
country. Moreover, the General Secretary was able to promote
the development of totalitarianism by demanding absolute

obedience from all Bolsheviks in the face of disruptive activities
by the United Opposition. At times in which Stalin feared

reprisals for blunders in Soviet policy, he redoubled the efforts

of the apparatus to smear Trotsky with derogatory phrases, and
disseminated information that the party was being betrayed by

unfaithful dissenters. In this respect, it was necessary for the

ruling hierarchy to establish a clear line of demarcation, in the

eyes of the masses, between Trotskyism and Stalinist- orthodoxy.
Bh cnpocHTe, b yew...coctoht pasno- 
rnacHH weacay napTiten h onnoaimneM, no 
KSKHM BOnpOCBM npOXOflHT 3TH p B 3 HOBJiaCilH? 
no BceM Bonpocaw, TOBapnmw.
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[You are asking, in what...consists the differ
ences between the party and the opposition, on 
what questions do these differences occur. On 
all questions, comrades.^ J

Lastly, some comments are in order concerning the Leninist 
legacy as an aspect of the succession crisis. Stalin inherited 

Lenin’s mantle because he met the prerequisites of the ideal 

Bolshevik leader. He never aspired, as did Trotsky, for a 
position of equality with Lenin. Stalin understood that any 

successor would have to act within the Leninist mold in order 

to gain the support of the rank and file. The General Secretary 

skillfully insinuated that Trotsky always had attempted to revise 

Leninist doctrine. Stalin, after consolidating his position in 

the Secretariat, bluntly contended that the United Opposition 

was striving to replace Leninism with Trotskyism.

Moreover, Stalin was, indeed, the legitimate successor in
that he was disposed to expand the totalitarian institutions

initially established by Lenin. Bolshevik tradition and the

predilections of the p a r ty  elites inhibited the formation of any
form of government by committee.

CoBexcKKe noKywehtbi h c k o  ycTanaBJiMBaioTb, 
wto Kojuiem ajiBHOCTb bt> Bnae 1 JinpeKTopnn' 
o x a s a jia c b  He no BKycy im  SHHOBbesy, hh 
CrajiH H y, hh TeMb donee T p o u K O M y , . . .
CSoviet documents establish clearly that joint 
leadership in the form of a ’Directory’ turned 
out to be unacceptable to the tastes of

» _ ^Cobotckhm Cok>3 , IlHTHaflnaTM Cbesn KBIT (e ). 1:82.
¿Soviet^Union, Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), 1 :o2. ~2



Zinoviev, Stalin, and, all the more, to 
Trotsky,...5J

Lenin not only laid the basis for dictatorship within the 
party, he also championed the preeminence of discipline over 

freedom. Stalin was operating within the Leninist heritage by 

his efforts to preserve the centralist features of democratic 

centralism. In addition, Lenin had helped mold the bureaucracy 
through which Stalin was to exercise political power. ’’What 

Lenin had tried to achieve through prestige and oratory at party 
gatherings was now Stalin’s through mastery of the machinery.

Trotsky was simply not equipped to attain political power 

according to the prerequisites established by Lenin. Both Stalin 

and Trotsky were totalitarian personalities, but their styles and 
expressions of that peculiar phenomenon were different. Trotsky's 

expulsion from the party in 1927 signaled the decline of the 
age of romantic idealism in Soviet political life, and an emphasis 

on a spirit of practicality within the parameters of a Marxist 

organization.

^ AneKcaHupoBB, K t o  ynpasjigeTb PoccideM?, c. 52. 
¿Aleksandrov, Who Rules Russia?, p. 52. J

^Ulam, Stalin, pp. 258-259.
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examination of this book enables the reader to grasp 
the severity of the conflict between Stalin and Trotsky.
. Leon Trotsky Sneaks. Edited by Sarah Lovell. New 
York: Pathfinder Press, Inc., 1972.

Much of the material contained in this volume is 
unsuitable for the topic of this paper. However, one 
selection deals with the rupture of British-Soviet 
relations and the war scare of 1927. In addition, this 
work provides a sample of Trotsky's writings during the 
last phase of his struggle with Stalin.

________ . Lessons of October. Translated by John G. Wright.
Introduction and explanatory Notes by Maurice Specter.
New York: Pioneer Publishers, 1937.

Although the Lessons of October does not deal 
specifically with the period under discussion, it is still 
of major significance for understanding the Stalin-Trotsky 
conflict. In essence, Trotsky intended this publication 
as a means of describing the rather inconsequential role 
of Zinoviev and Kamenev in the October Revolution. The 
initial publication of this text engendered an intense 
literary attack upon Trotsky. In addition, the work 
Is a fine example of Trotsky's writing abilities.
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. My Life: An Attempt at an Autobiography. Introduction 
by Joseph Hansen. New York: Pathfinder Press, Inc., 1970.

An outstanding sample of Trotsky’s abilities as 
revolutionary, historian, theoretician, and writer. His 
style is smooth, flowing, and relatively free of 
cumbersome or turgid phrases. Moreover, Trotsky is 
amazingly candid and analyzes Stalin's victory with an 
attitude of detachment that creates the impression of 
a highly believable portrayal.
. Problems of the Chinese Revolution. Translated and 
Foreword by Max Shachtman. Appendices by Zinoviev, 
Vuyovitch, Nassonov, and others, n.p.: New York, 1932; 
reprint ea., Ann Arbor Paperbacks for the Study of 
Communism and Marxism. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 
Press, 1967«

In essence, Trotsky's work is a polemic against the 
direction of Stalin's intervention in China. Trotsky's 
criticism of Stalin's failure to establish a socialist 
revolution in China is a significant facet of the inner" 
party struggle. However, the reader should realize that 
man;/- scholars seriously question Trotsky's analysis of 
Stalin's Chinese policy from 192U-28,
. The Basic Writings of Trotsky. Edited and Introduced 
"by Irving Howe. New York: Random House, 1963.

Hove's collection of 'Trotsky1 s writings includes 
many selections which are not available in other sources. 
However, Howe has not confined his collection to the 
twenties, but includes the entire scope of Trotsky's 
career. In this respect, the reader is able to become 
acquainted with every dimension of Trotsky's life.

. Stalin: An Appraisal of the Man and His Influence. 
"Edited and Translated by Charles Malamuth. Universal 
Library. New York: Grosset and Dunlap, 19b1.

An interesting appraisal of Stalin as revolutionary, 
theoretician, and dictator. Trotsky's objective style is 
laudable and praiseworthy. Of particular interest is a 
section concerning Trotsky's analysis of Stalin's rule 
as the "Soviet Thermidor." In addition, Trotsky correctly 
describes many of his own blunders in the process of 
waging a struggle for political power.
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„• The Essential Trotsky, London: George Allen and 
Unwin Ltd., 19&3.

Much of the material in this volume can be located 
elsewhere, but Trotsky does include a section on Stalin’s 
vulgarization of history. However, even this presen
tation does not deal explicitly with the succession era, 
but focuses on the October Revolution and Lenin’s death.

The New Course. Translated by Max Shachtman. The 
Struggle for the New Course by Max Shachtman. New York: 
New International Publishing Go., 19li3.

This selection is an invaluable aid in tracing the 
beginning of the struggle between Stalin and Trotsky.
The demand for workers’ democracy contrasts sharply 
with Stalin’s efforts to create a monolithic regime by 
stressing intraparty unity. In addition, this book is 
an excellent source for an examination of Trotsky's 
criticisms of the growth of the bureaucratic apparatus 
within the party.

The Permanent Revolution. Translated by Max Shachtman, 
New York: Pioneer Publishers, 1931«

An outstanding source for scrutinizing the primary 
theoretical distinction between Stalin and Trotsky. 
However, the reader should be aware that Trotsky's 
abilities as a theoretician were inadequate for coping 
with Stalin's political genius. The theory of permanent 
revolution is in accordance with Marxism, but Trotsky 
was not able to translate it into a viable political 
slogan. Moreover, a serious inspection of this selection 
will aid one in analyzing Stalin's distortion of Trotsky's 
concept of permanent revolution.

_. The Real Situation in Russia. Translated and 
Introduction by liax Eastman. New York: Harcourt, Brace 
and Co., 1923.

This work is of value for the project as it deals 
specifically with the years 1 926-2?. Trotsky's obser
vations of Stalin's political victory are lucid, exact, 
and penetrating. However, the reader should note that 
Trotsky does not seem to grasp the fundamental reasons 
for Stalin's success. He devotes considerable attention 
to ideological distinctions, but fails to recognize 
Stalin's political acumen.
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. The Revolution Betrayed: VJhat Is the Soviet Union 
and Where Is It Going? Translated by Max Eastman.
New York: Doubleday, Doran and Co., Inc., 19U$.

Trotsky analyzes and describes many diverse facets 
of Stalin’s regime in The Revolution Betrayed. Even 
though many topics are outside of the scope of this 
paper, they provide valuable insight into Trotsky's 
appraisal of the Stalinist reign. In addition, Trotsky's 
comments on the "Soviet Thermidor" are of particular 
interest. In essence, this work is probably Trotsky's 
most comprehensive examination of Stalinism.

_. The Stalin School of Falsification. Introduction and 
Explanatory Notes by Max Shachtman. Translated by John 
G. Wright. New York: Pioneer Publishers, 1937.

In essence, this work is concerned with Trotsky's 
efforts to publish evidence of Stalin's distortion of 
history. Trotsky attempts to substantiate his own 
theoretical position by stressing an ideological affinity 
with Lenin. Sections dealing with democratic centralism 
and the theory of permanent revolution are of special 
significance for this project.

„• Whither Russia? Towards Capitalism or Socialism?
New York: International Publishers, 1926.

Essentially, this work is an examination of economic 
problems facing the Soviet government during the middle 
twenties. Of particular significance are Trotsky's 
references to the need for rapid industrialization and 
modernization. He acknowledges the existence of 
capitalistic enterprises in the country, but maintains 
that the Soviet Union is advancing toward the formation 
of a socialist society. A good presentation, but few 
comments are directed toward the Stalinist approach to 
a socialist economy.

Public Documents

Soviet Union. Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U. Against Trotskyism: The 
Struggle of Lenin and the C.P.S.U. Against Trotskyism—  
A Collection of Documents. Moscow: Progress Pub
lishers, 1972.

A praiseworthy source for an examination of the 
various arguments and insinuations used by the Stalinist 
faction against Trotsky's Opposition. These documents 
provide a clear example of the ruling faction's attempt



to discredit dissenting groups. Moreover, these 
documents trace the development of the Stalin-Trotsky 
conflict through the twenties. Of particular interest 
is the intensity of the polemics utilized against 
Trotsky.

CoBeTCKHM Cotoa. JInpeKTMBH KI1CC h CoseT CK O ro ITpasHTeJibCTBa 
Ho X o 3h k c t b 6Hhhm Bonpoca;^ I 9 I 7 - I 9 6 7  roa&i. T om 1 ,  
I 9 I 7 - I 9 2 8  ropbi. CocTaBMTejim B .  H. iviajiMH h A. B .  
K opodoB . M ocKBa: r o c y c a p c T B e n H o e  IlapaTejibCTBO  
IIojiHTMyecKOH JlM Teparypu, 1957-  
[Soviet Union. Directives of the Communist Party of 
t>he Soviet Union and the Soviet Government, on Economic 
Questions 1917-1957. Volume 1 , 1917-1928. Compiled 
by V. N. Malin and A. V. Korobov. Moscow: State 
Publishing House of Political Literature, 1957.3 

An impressive series of documents concerning 
economic considerations during the period of the succes
sion struggle. Of special interest are documents on 
the economic relationship between rural and urban areas.
The reader should note the party*s emphasis on trying 
to stimulate production in order to provide agricultural 
regions with manufactured goods. In addition, an attempt 
is made to indicate advances toward a socialist society.

C0B6TCKHM Cotoa. MucTHTyT MapKCHama-JIeHKHM3Ma IIph UK KHCC.
IlHTHaimaTM C3>e3jg KBIT (E ) „ CTeKoroaffiiiwecKnii Oruer, 
JleKadob 1 9 2 7 . Tom I m 2 .  Mo c k b b : i'ocy.n.apcTBeHHoe 
MsflaTenkCTBO UojiMTHqecKOM JlHTepaTypM, 1 9 6 1 .

£Soviet Union. Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union. Fifteenth Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union (Bolshevik's). Stenographic Report." December 

Volumes 1 and 2. Moscow: State Publishing House 
of Political Literature, 1961.3

Unquestionably, this set of documents is one of the 
most outstanding sources for the topic under discussion.
The reader should note the intensity of the attack 
upon lrotsky and other members of the United Opposition. 
Moreover, these documents indicate that the party 
officially referred to Trotsky's criticisms and denun
ciations of Stalin as a concerted effort to form a 
second party. Most of all, these documents reveal the 
complete debacle of the United Opposition and Stalin’s 
emergence as totalitarian dictator.



CoBeTCKiiM COM3. AKaceMHH Hayic CCCP. ilHCTHTyr 
ilpasa. Cxe3JiH CoseTOB PCgC-P b 
FIOCTaHOBJieH>IHX H. Pe3QJIMUHHX, CG o p h h k  
flOKyueKTOB c B b o a k h m  C t e t b h m ;! Vi 
iTpegiicjioBxeM. CocTaBHTejieii Flor 06mew 
PeaaKueii AKafleMHKa A. fi. B b i e i k h c k o t o.
MocKsa: MsjiaTejiBCTBO BesoMOcreii BepxoBHoro 
CoBera PC2>CP, 1939.
[Soviet Union. Academy of Sciences of Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics. Institute of Law. Congresses of 
the Soviets of the Russian Socialist Federative Republic 
in Decrees and Resolutions, A Collection of Documents 
with Articles and a Foreword. Compiled Under the General 
Editorship of the Academician A. A. Vishinskovo.3 
Moscow: Publishing House of the Administration of the 
Upper Soviet of the Russian Socialist Federative Republic, 
1939.

An excellent collection of documents for examining 
the social and economic factors involved in the succession 
contest. However, these materials do not deal specifically 
with the Stalin-Trotsky conflict. They are invaluable 
as an aid to augment understanding of Soviet affairs 
during the period under discussion. The reader should 
note the emphasis placed on the advancement toward 
socialism in the Soviet Union.

Secondary Sources

Abramovitch, Raphael R. The Soviet Revolution 1917-1939.
Introduction by Sidney Hook. London: George Allen 
and Unwin Ltd,, 1962.

Abramovitch's study of the succession era is 
accurate, readable, and fulfills the requirements of 
scholarly research. However, the author has a tendency 
to be biased in favor of Trotsky. Furthermore, he 
presents an adequate survey, but makes no startling 
revelations or disclosures.

Adams, Arthur E. Stalin and His Times. Berkshire Studies in
European History. New fork: Holt, Rinehart and «v ins ton, 
Inc., 1972.

Adams' book deals with the entire scope of the 
Stalinist regime. In this respect, much of the material 
is outside of the range of this paper. However, Adams 
does provide an excellent survey of the period under 
discussion. His emphasis on Stalin's consolidation of 
political power through the party apparatus is undoubtedly 
correct.
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AJieKcaHspoBB. Kt o  7npaBJiHeT£ P occH eti? Mc t o -q k k o -  
JJorMaTMqecKMH AHaJii»i3B. h , r . : i/l3,naTeiii>CTB0 
H a p a d o jia , 1951*
fAleksandrov [no first name g iv e n j. Who Rules Russia?
A Historical-Dogmatic Analysis, n.p.i Parabola Pub- 
lishing House, T951O

The author has constructed an excellent analysis of 
Soviet power politics. While not concentrating on the 
succession struggle between Stalin and Trotsky, the 
author elucidates on some significant aspects of the 
transfer of power in a dictatorial system. Of primary 
importance for this study is his emphasis on Stalin’s 
patience and foresight. In essence, he correctly 
understands that Stalin's acquisition of a position of 
dominance in the party was a gradual process.

Brandt, Conrad. Stalin's Failure in China 192lj.-1927« Cambridge: 
Harvard University""Press, 19!?o~

Brandt focuses on Stalin's Chinese policy with 
respect to the inner-party conflict during the middle 
twenties. He regards Stalin as being responsible for 
the abortion of Soviet influence in China, However, 
Brandt correctly dismisses as erroneous the idea that 
the implementation of Trotsky's directives would have 
led to success. In addition, Brandt indicates that 
Trotsky's criticisms of Stalin were certainly not 
prophetic, but were often articulated only with the 
benefit of hindsight.

Carr, Edward H. Socialism in One Country. 3 vols. New York: 
Macmillan Co., 1955.

A masterful analysis of Soviet affairs in the post- 
October period. Carr clarifies the distinction between 
Stalin's national socialism and Trotsky's international 
socialism. Moreover, the author claims that the party 
no longer needed Trotsky after the demise of intense 
revolutionary fervor in 1921. In essence, Trotsky was 
unable to adapt to the period of relative calm and 
compromise ushered in by NEP. Stalin was quick to learn 
that political gain could be derived from attacks on 
Trotsky's personality and world view.
. Studies in Revolution. London: Macmillan and Co., 
1950? reprint ed., Universal Library, Grosset and 
Dunlap, 196U.

Carr's inspection of Stalin in this volume does not 
include an examination of his conflict with Trotsky. 
However, Carr provides a valuable, critique of Stalin's 
theoretical abilities, and his legacy in terms of



Marxist-Leninist ideology. The book is lucidly written 
and thoroughly readable. Carr combines scholarship with 
a superb literary style to produce an excellent work.
. The October Revolution; Before and After. New York: 
Alfred” A.' Knopf, "Inc,, 1 969.

Obviously, much of the information in this volume 
does not lend itself to the topic of this paper. However, 
Carr does include a section concerning Trotsky’s failure 
to acquire and hold political power. Furthermore, the 
author provides lengthy reviews of Deutscher's trilogy 
on Trotsky. Carr correctly maintains that Trotsky's 
downfall was due, in part, to his inability to work 
with political equals.

Daniels, Robert V. The Conscience of the Revolution; Communist 
Opposition in Soviet Russia. Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 19b0.

A sympathetic portrayal of the plight of opposition 
factions in the Soviet Union. Daniels implies that the 
ruling elites should have listened to the criticisms of 
dissenting minorities. In essence, opposition groups 
called for reforms in keeping with the initial spirit of 
the October Revolution. However, Daniels neglects to 
explore the possibility that dissenting factions might 
not have acted differently than the Stalinist regime 
if they had acquired power.
<, ed. The Stalin Revolution: Foundations of Soviet 
Totalitarianism. 2nd ed. Introduction by Robert V.
Daniels. Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath and Co., 1972«

Many of the selections in this work are concerned 
with the Stalinist regime after the General Secretary’s 
consolidation of power in 1928. In essence, this book 
adds perspective to the phenomenon of Stalinism in terns 
of Soviet Russia, but does not make a significant 
contribution toward defining the nature of his rela
tionship with Trotsky.

, ed. The Stalin Revolution: Fulfillment or Betrayal of 
Communism? Introduction by Robert V. Daniels. Boston:
D.C. Heath and Co., 1965.

Most of the material in this selection is not 
pertinent to the topic of the paper. Many of the 
contributing authors are specifically concerned with 
examining Stalinism after the introduction of collec
tivization and industrialization. However, several 
authors present an analysis of the Stalin experience

1li7
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in terns of the wider context of Russian history. In 
this respect, their contributions are suitable as survey 
material, and they engender greater insight into Stalin's 
complex personality.

Day, Richard B. Leon Trotsky and the Politics of Economic
Isolation^ Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973,

A fascinating study of the economic consequences of 
Trotsky's theory of permanent revolution. This book is 
an invaluable aid for understanding Trotsky's critiques 
of Stalin's economic policies during the twenties. Day 
correctly appreciates the significance of economic factors 
in scrutinizing the struggle between Stalin and Trotsky.

Deutscher, Isaac. Stalin: A Political Biography. London:
Oxford University Pres s, 19i*9.

The most significant contribution Deutscher makes to 
an enhanced understanding of Stalin is his lengthy 
discussion of the theory of socialism in one country. 
Deutscher's work is a model of scholarly precision and 
includes a useful bibliography. In general, however, 
the author is more sympathetic to Trotsky, and tends to 
ignore some of the aspects which enabled Stalin to become 
Lenin's successor.
. The Proohet Armed: Trotsky 1879-1921 . London:
Oxford University Press, 193dT

As Trotsky's official biographer, Deutscher's -works 
are a significant contribution to any topic dealing 
with the former revolutionary leader. Even though 
Deutscher's first volume is not specifically concerned 
with the period under discussion, it is an excellent 
source for aiding the reader in understanding Trotsky's 
complex personality.

6 The Prophet Unarmed: Trotsky 1921-1929* London:
Oxford university Press, 1959.

Deutscher's second volume is undoubtedly the finest 
secondary source available on the Trotsky perspective 
of the succession contest. The author concentrates on 
evaluating Trotsky's struggle for power between 192n and 
1928. In general, he is most sympathetic to Trotsky, 
and acknowledges his intellectual superiority. However, 
Deutscher ignores many of Trotsky's fatal blunders, ana 
is unwilling to concede Stalin's ability as a politician,
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. The Prophet Outcast; Trotsky 1 929-19U0. London:
Oxford University Press, 1963.

Deutscher's final volume does not lend itself directly 
to the period under discussion. However, the work is of 
major significance as it places Trotsky in perspective 
in relation to the vast scope of Soviet Russia. Further
more, this work treats Trotsky's attitude toward the 
Stalinist regime after his deportation from the Soviet 
Union.

Eastman, Max. Leon Trotsky; The Portrait of a Youth, n.p.,
1925; reprint ed., New York: AMS Press, Inc., 1970.

Eastman * s book is one of the few selections available 
on Trotsky's childhood, adolescence, and young adulthood. 
However, Eastman1s work is lacking in serious scholarship, 
and does not compare favorably with Deutscher's The 
Prophet Armed: Trotsky 1879-1921.

_______ Since Lenin Died. New York: Boni and Liveright,
1925/

This selection is an indispensable account of the 
beginning of the open or public conflict between Stalin 
and Trotsky. The book functioned as a bombshell on the 
Soviet scene as it marked the first time that Lenin1s 
Testament had been widely distributed outside of inner- 
party circles. In addition, the work includes valuable 
appendices which bring additional materials to bear on 
the peculiar personalities of the combatants involved 
in the struggle for power,

. Stalin's Russia and the Crisis in Socialism. New York: 
W. W. Norton and Co., 19h0.

Only select portions of this book are suitable for 
the topic under discussion. Eastman focuses on Stalin's 
efforts to consolidate power and build a socialist 
society after the deportation of Trotsky. The author 
explores the meaning of Stalinism in terms of Marxism.
In addition, Eastman's bias against Stalin will probably 
not withstand serious inspection.

Erlich, Alexander. The Soviet Industrialization Debate 192li-1928. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960.

A significant contribution to the economic issues 
involved in the struggle between Stalin and Trotsky.
Erlich correctly indicates that Stalin's economic theories 
fluctuated to meet the needs of political expediency. 
Furthermore, the author also raises the point that
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disparate social and economic proposals revived the 
ideological conflict between the advocates of Western
ization and the protagonists of Russian Populism.

Fischer, Louis. Hen and Politics: An Autobiography. New York: 
Puell, Sloan and Pearce, 19415 reprint ed., Westport,
Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1970.

Fischer includes only one section on the Stalin- 
Trotsky controversy in this particular selection. The 
information is valuable for survey purposes, but does 
not contain any startling revelations or disclosures.
In essence, superior secondary source material is 
available elsewhere.
. The Life and Death of Stalin. New York: Harper and 
Bros., 19>2.

Fischer*s work includes few comments or observations 
on the power struggle between Stalin and Trotsky. However, 
this book is an excellent record of Fischer’s personal 
conclusions about Stalin’s enigmatic personality. In 
essence, Fischer believes that Stalin’s greatness stemmed 
from his ability to attain power even though Trotsky was 
Lenin's logical successor.

Gaucher, Roland. Opposition in the U.S.S.P-. 1917-1967. Translated 
by Charles L. I-iarkmann. New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1969.

Gaucher’s work is an outstanding presentation of the 
history of dissenting factions within the Soviet Union.
In addition, the author correctly acknowledges Stalin’s 
political genius by stressing his control of the 
bureaucracy, and his intense propaganda efforts to 
discredit Trotsky in the eyes of the cadres. Gaucher 
recognizes Trotsky's theoretical brilliance, but claims 
that his tactics against Stalin revealed political 
impotence,

Graham, Stephen. Stalin: An Impartial Study of the I l f a n d  Work 
of Joseph Stalin, London: Freest Bern Ltd., 1931.

Graham's book was published so soon after Trotsky’s 
expulsion from the party that it is deficient in scholarly 
analysis. In essence, this selection is little more than 
a basic recording of events. Graham makes almost no 
effort to determine the causes of Stalin’s rise to power.



Gruber, Helmut. Soviet Russia and the Comintern: International
Communism in the Era of Stalin's Ascendancy. Garden City, 
New York: Anchor Press, 197h.

An excellent secondary source about the role of the 
Comintern in world affairs during Stalin's rise to power. 
Of particular interest are sections dealing with Soviet 
intervention in China and the rupture of Anglo-Russian 
diplomatic relations. The author correctly concludes 
that Stalin was concerned primarily with the defense 
of the Soviet Union, and thus adopted a rather cautious 
approach toward the Chinese situation.

Hall, Josef W. Bninent Asians: Six Great Personalities of the 
New Hast. Portrait Drawings by Orre Nobles. New York:
D. Appleton and Co., 1929.

An exceptionally poor book which attempts to explain 
Stalin's enigmatic personality in terms of his "Asiatic 
background." Hall's work simply does not withstand 
serious inspection. His study is not based on authentic 
scholarship.

Hyde, H. Montgomery. Stalin: The History of a Dictator. New 
York: Hartford Productions Inc., 1971,

The major emphasis of Hyde's work is on the Stalinist 
regime after Trotsky was defeated in 1928. However, Hyde 
correctly understands that Stalin hated Trotsky, in part, 
because he could not accept criticism. In.addition, Hyde 
recognizes Stalin's unbridled passion for political power.

MB a H O B , B. M. , lilueneB, A. H. JIg h i i k h s u k UjieiiHO- 
riojiKTxqeCKOx PasrbOM T-QOiiKHs.Nsa. HayqHHn" 
Pesaivrop C. C. JlMHTpHeB. H . r . : JleHH3naTB , 1970. 
CIvanov, V. M., Shmelev, A. N. Leninism and the 
Ideological-Political Rout of Trotskyism. Scientific 
Editor S. 3. Dmitriev, n.p.: Lenizdat, 1970.1

An adequate source for an examination of orthodox 
Soviet critiques of Trotsky's theoretical formulations.
In essence, the author strives to refute Trotsky's 
theories as being deviations from Karxist-Leninist 
ideology. Of major significance for this study is a 
section dealing with Leninism and Trotsky's inter
pretation of permanent revolution. However, the 
author tends to be redundant and somewhat turgid in 
syntactical arrangement.



Krasso, Nicolas, ed. Trotsky: The Great Debate Renewed.
Introduction by David Horowitz. St. Louis: New Critics 
Press, Inc., 1972.

This volume includes some fascinating discussions 
of the controversy surrounding Trotsky's theoretical 
formulations. An effort is made to analyze Trotsky 
within the parameters of Marxism. In addition, contri
buting scholars reexamine Trotskyism in light of 
developments in communist ideology since the death of 
Stalin. In essence, an effort is made to revoke the 
strictures of Stalinist vulgarization, and redefine 
Trotskyism in terms of Marxism.

Levine, Isaac Don. Stalin. Private Lives Library. London: 
Newnes, 1931.

Even though Levine's book was published in 1931, it 
strives to arrive at meaningful explanations for Stalin's 
rise to power. Levine's work is an adequate survey of 
the period under discussion, but does not contain any 
fresh conclusions. The author has made an effort to be 
objective and fulfill the requirements of authentic 
scholarship.

Ludwig, anil. Stalin. Translated by Erna McArthur. New York: 
G.P. Putnam's Sons, 19h2.

anil Ludwig, a German journalist, has written a 
sympathetic portrayal of Stalin. The author's personal 
observations of both Stalin and Trotsky are of some 
value. However, Ludwig ignores many of the significant 
aspects of the conflict between the two men. One must 
read selectively in order to ascertain that which is of 
importance.

McNeal, Robert H, The Bolshevik Tradition: Lenin, Stalin.
Khrushchev. A Spectrum boox. Englewood Cliffs, New 
Jersey: Prentice-Kail, Inc., 1963.

Robert McNeal has written an excellent analysis of 
the controversy between Stalin and Trotsky. 0/ particular 
interest is his claim that Stalin acquired political 
power by persuasion instead of coercion, at least in 
the years immediately following Lenin's death. In 
addition, McNeal correctly appreciates the dilemma of 
the United Opposition as it attempted to reorganize 
the apparatus without denouncing the party.
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Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute. Joseph Stalin. New York: Inter
national Publishers Co., 19^9.

The significance of this work lies in its status 
as an official party publication. The events of the 
twenties are seriously distorted in favor of Stalin. 
However, this book is a good example of Stalin’s ability 
to command the full resources of the press in order to 
discredit Trotsky in the annals of party history.

Medvedev, Roy A. Let History Judge: The Origins and Consequences 
of Stalinism. Edited by David Joravsky and Georges Haupt. 
Translated by Coleen Taylor. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
Inc., 1971j reprint ed., Vintage Books, Random House, 1973.

Writing from the Marxist perspective, Medvedev 
examines Stalinism within the context of the entire 
Soviet period. Medvedev acknowledges that Stalin 
implemented many positive changes in Soviet society, 
but denounces the rapacious consequences of his rise to 
power. The author refuses to elucidate on the theoretical 
superiority of either Stalin or Trotsky, but is content 
to describe the deviations of both from Leninist 
orthodoxy.

Mehnert, Klaus. Stalin Versus Marx. Translated from the German. 
London: G. Allen and Unwin, 1952.

Most of the material in this book is not appropriate 
for the topic of this paper. In essence, Mehnert attempts 
to examine various cultural and intellectual changes 
initiated by Stalin. However, his comments concerning 
the tasks of the Soviet historian writing under the duress 
of Stalinist orthodoxy are of interest.

Moore, Barrington, Jr. Soviet Politics— The Dilemma of Power:
The Role of Ideas in Social Change. Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 19o1.

/m adequate secondary source for an examination of 
Soviet political developments during the twenties. The 
author correctly concludes that the decision making power 
was concentrated at the top while the influence of the 
rank and file was diminishing. However, this work is 
essentially a study of Soviet leadership models, and does 
not concentrate on the succession dilemma.

Murphy, J. T. Stalin 1679-19hh. Introduction by Sir Stafford 
Cripps. London: John Lane the Bodley Head Ltd., 19b5.

Murphy’s work simply does not meet the requirements 
of historical, scholarship. His presentation is totally 
biased in favor of Stalin. Many of the significant



aspects of the conflict are completely ignored. In 
addition, this book is a rather superficial study of 
Stalin’s life. Murphy’s work is not even adequate as 
a basic survey of the Stalinist period.

Randall, Francis B. Stalin’s Russia: An Historical Reconsider
ation. Historical Reconsiderations Series. New York:
The Free Press, 1965.

Randall's work is not concerned specifically with 
the problems of political succession, but the author 
does present some valuable observations concerning the 
nature of Stalin's behavior patterns. The author 
correctly acknowledges Stalin's lust for power as the 
dominant characteristic of his personality. Of special, 
interest is a section in which Randall analyzes Stalin's 
world view.

Rigby, Thomas H., ed. Stalin.- Great Lives Observed Series.
A Spectrum book. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice- 
Hall, Inc., 1966.

Rigby's book is one of the best secondary sources 
available on Stalin. Contributing scholars examine many 
aspects of Stalin's life as Rigby has not concentrated 
on any particular period. In essence, Rigby has edited a study which strives to scrutinise the Stalinist regime 
from the viewpoint of many diverse interpretations.

Rush, Myron, Political Succession in the USSR. 2nd ed. New 
York: Columbia University Press,' 1966.

Rush's book covers a significant topic in Soviet 
history, but his examination is rather disappointing.
The author is relatively unconcerned with the struggle 
for power after Lenin's death, but prefers to concentrate 
on political succession in the post-Stalin period. In 
keeping with the title of the book, Rush should have 
devoted greater attention to the crisis of leadership 
in the party after 192U,

Saunders, George, ed. Samizdat: Voices of the Soviet Opposition. 
New York: Monad Press, distributed "by Pathfinder Press, 
Inc., 1971.

An excellent presentation that includes both primary 
and some secondary materials concerning the history of 
dissenting attitudes in the Soviet Union. Selections 
pertaining to the topic under scrutiny were written 
anonymously, but the author must have been a member of 
the Left Opposition. Of particular significance are 
sketches of Trotsky's activities before his expulsion 
from the party in 1927.
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Schapiro, Leonard. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
2nd ed. New York: Random House, 1971.

An excellent selection which recognizes Stalin's 
political genius and Trotsky's tactical blunders as 
integral aspects of the succession crisis. In addition, 
Schapiro's ability as a superb literary craftsman makes 
his work a joy to read. The book is richly documented 
and based on sound scholarship. Finally, Schapiro 
analyzes the conflict between Stalin and Trotsky in 
terms of the inherent problems of political succession 
in a dictatorial regime.

Smith, Edward Ellis. The Young Stalin: The Early Years of an 
Elusive Revolutionary. New York: Farrar, Straus and 
Giroux, 1967.

Although not concerned with the topic of this paper, 
Ellis' book is a monumental achievement in historical 
scholarship. Few studies are available on Stalin's early 
years due to the paucity of resource material. However, 
Ellis' work is the foundation for any serious inspection 
of Stalin. In addition, the author has included an 
exhaustive bibliography for further reference.

Smith, Irving H., ed. Trotsky. Great Lives Observed Series.
A Spectrum book. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice- 
Hall, Inc., 1973.

An excellent volume containing a multitude of 
selections about various aspects of Trotsky's life.
Smith's work includes comments and observations from a 
wide spectrum of individuals. In essence, this book 
is an outstanding survey of the many controversies 
surrounding Trotsky's place in history. Of particular 
significance is the initial section dealing with 
Trotsky's world view.

Souvarine, Boris. Stalin: A Critical Survey of Bolshevism.
Translated by C.L.R. James, n.p.: Alliance Book Corp.,
1939; reprint ed., New York: Octagon Books, 1972.

One should read Souvarine's book with skepticism as 
the author has a tendency to be .biased in favor of Trotsky. 
However, Souvarine does indicate that the Trotskyist 
Opposition strove to accomplish the impossible by trying 
to renovate the bureaucracy while remaining an integral 
part of the party leadership. In addition, the author 
correctly describes Stalin's ability to benefit from a 
deep-seeded fear of Trotsky as a new "Bonaparte" after 
Lenin’s death.
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Soviet Union, V. M, Molotov, A, Mikcyan, N. Khrushchev, and
others. Central Committee, Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union. Stalin. New York: Workers Library Publishers,
19U0.

A vulgarization of history that is of significance 
only as an example of Stalin’s efforts to destroy completely 
Trotsky’s revolutionary record. The reader should profit 
from an examination of that which has been deleted. In 
essence, this book is of value only as a representation 
of official party historiography written under Stalin’s 
directives.

Soviet Union. Commission of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.
(B.). History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
(Bolsheviks) . Short Course." Kew"York: International 
Publishers, 1939.

As an authorized party publication, this work also 
distorts Trotsky’s revolutionary activities. However, 
as different from some‘other publications, this volume 
does not delete references to the Trotskyist Opposition, 
but presents it as an erroneous deviation from Marxist- 
Leninist ideology.

Steinberg, Julien, ed. Verdict of Three Decades; From the
Literature of Individual Revolt Against Soviet Communism 
1917-19%'Q. New York: "Buell, Sloan and Pearce, "'¡950.'"

Much of the material in Steinberg’s book can be 
located, in greater detail, elsewhere. In essence, a 
serious student of history will be able to find other 
secondary sources that are superior to this one.
However, a selection by Max Eastman is of some value.

Tucker, Robert C. Stalin as Revolutionary, 1879-1929? A Study 
in History and Personality. New York: W.W. Norton and 
Co., Inc., 1973.

An intriguing account of the socio-psychological 
factors responsible for Stalin’s personality formation, 
his ability to acquire power after Lenin’s death, and 
Trotsky’s impotence as a political tactician. Tucker 
correctly observes that Stalin divided people into two 
categories: friends or loyal supporters, and enemies^ 
whom one had to strive against and crush as efficiently 
as possible. In essence, this book is required for 
anyone interested in understanding Stalin’s revolutionary 
personality.
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Press, 1973.

Unquestionably the most outstanding biograohy 
ailable on Joseph Stalin. Ulant is a superb scholar, 

and his interpretations always contain fresh insights 
or explanations. Above all, Ulam strives to inspect 
Stalin's drive for political power. In addition, Ulam 
is an excellent literary craftsman as his works are a 
pleasure to read. Finally, the author has written a 
study of scholarly precision about almost ever/ phase 
of Stalin's life. J *

----- I ^ i isw .Fape of Soviet Totalitarianism. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1963. “ ”

A masterful work in which Ulam clarifies and defines 
Stalin's peculiar form of totalitarianism. Of special 
interest is Ulam's claim that the conflict between Stalin 
and Trotsky was underlined by their differences in 
temperament, both equally totalitarian. Moreover, Ulam 
correctly describes Stalin's communicative abilities, 
much maligned by other scholars, as an indispensable 
aid in his quest for power.

Von Laue, Theodore H. Why Lenin? Why Stalin? A Reappraisal of 
the Russian Revolutio7rrT900-1930.“ 2nd ed. Critical ~ 
Periods of History. Philadelphia* J.B. Lippincott Co., 1971.

A short, but precise survey of the fundamental 
reasons behind Stalin's ability to don the mantle of 
leadership. Von Laue correctly observes that Stalin's 
meticulous preoccupation with detail enabled him, in 
part, to defeat Trotsky. However, the reader should 
note that most of the author's attention is focused on 
Lenin and the events of October.

Narth, Robert D. Joseph  ̂Stalin. Twaynes Rules and Statesmen 
of the World Series, TROW 10. New York: Twayne Pub
lishers, Inc., 1969,

A superbly written analysis of Stalin and his impact 
on twentieth century civilization. Warth correctly 
maintains that Stalin was a master of political organ
ization. In addition, he believes that Stalin was so 
well established in the party apparatus by 1919 that 
even a concerted attack by Lenin might have been 
unsuccessful.



158

«
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History. Beacon Contemporary Affairs Series. Boston: 
Beacon Press, 19U8; reprint ed., New York: Dial Press, 
1961.

Wolfe's book is a comprehensive survey of Lenin,
Stalin, and Trotsky. The author does not focus speci
fically on the leadership crisis, but does provide 
valuable background information as an aid to an enhanced 
understanding of the revolutionary personality.

Wolfe, Thomas W. "Soviet Leadership." Ph.D. dissertation, 
Georgetown University, 1956.

An outstanding, multi-volume doctoral dissertation 
that provides a comprehensive examination of ruling 
elites in the Soviet Union, Wolfe's bibliography is 
exhaustive, and provides an excellent guide for further 
study. However, t,he author is primarily concerned with 
Soviet leadership in the immediate post-Stalin period.

Wolfenstein, E. Victor. The Revolutionary Personality: Lenin, 
Trotsky, Gandhi. Princeton: Princeton University Press 
for the Princeton Center of International Studies, 1967.

A fascinating study of three prominent revolutionaries, 
Lenin, Gandhi, and Trotsky, from the psychoanalytic 
perspective. However, the reader should use circum
spection in examining this book as Wolfenstein is defi
cient in utilizing materials from the historical view
point. A section concerning Trotsky's loss of power and 
prestige is most pertinent for the topic of this project.

Wolman, Benjamin B., ed. The Psychoanalytic Interpretation of 
History. Foreword by William L. Langer. New York:
Basic Books, Inc., 1971.

Most of the material in this selection is not 
appropriate for the topic of this paper. In addition, 
similar, but more detailed information can be located 
in Robert C. Tucker's book, Stalin as Revolutionary,
1879-1929: A Study in History and Personality. Of 
special interest, however, is the argument, that Stalin 
identified with the party and the Soviet state. There
fore, those individuals criticizing the General Secretary 
were regarded as enemies of the Soviet Union.
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